The word "evolution" is an umbrella term referring to 
many things and thus can be a cause of great confusion if 
not defined correctly in the course of discussion and 
debate. The first meaning of "evolution", that living 
organisms have a built in propensity to adapt and undergo 
changes, is an observed and undeniable reality. The 
environment clearly has an effect on the traits and 
qualities of living organisms, however, the propensity for 
change lies within living organisms itself (due to the 
DNA-gene-cell system). This type of evolution accounts 
for variation within the type, however, the true and real 
source of variation is the in-built propensity to adapt to 
the environment, living organisms are designed with that 
in-built feature and ability. That which is touted as "the fact 
of evolution" is based upon this observable reality (in-built 
adaptability within boundaries). However, an extrapolation 
is made from this empirical observation, to support a 
metaphysical belief which has no scientific basis, but is 
merely a preferred explanation based upon a prior 
assumption of naturalism. That metaphysical belief is: The 
second and contested meaning of "evolution" which is the 
"blind watchmaker thesis" popularized by Richard 
Dawkins in his support of the modern synthesis (natural 
selection acting upon random mutations). This meaning of 
evolution purports that unguided, unintelligent, 
purposeless, material processes are completely sufficient 
to account for the "appearance" of design in living 


organisms and the diversity of life through random 
mutations in genetic information. This is a fallacy and is 
an insult to intelligence. It is a discredited metaphysical 
belief, an explanation demanded by a prior commitment to 
materialism and naturalism. It should be noted that as it 
stands in current scientific knowledge about the genome 
and nature of mutations, the modern synthesis (natural 
selection acting on random mutations as the explanation 
for all life's diversity) has been proven false and 
impossible. In light of this, evolutionary biologists are 
devising what they call an "extended evolutionary 
synthesis" to move away from the gene-centric 
neo-Darwinian view (because they know it is false). It is 
impossible to account for life's diversity through random 
mutations in genes alone, it is probabilistically unfeasible 
and practically impossible. This has been proven without 
any shadow of doubt. Meanwhile, as this is kept hidden 
from the public, evolutionists are frantically trying to devise 
a new "synthesis" to explain life's diversity away from 
gene-centric explanations. In short, there is currently no 
agreed upon, proven, evolutionary mechanism on the 
table because the modern synthesis (as an all explanatory 
mechanism) is proven to be a fallacy. Despite this the 
public are misled through smoke and mirrors with the 
fallacious claim of "natural selection acting on random 
mutations as an explanation of life's diversity" being a 
fact. 
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Important Preliminary Notes 


The following are some important preliminary notes that should be 
kept in mind as you read this book: 

1. Discussions are bound and restricted by definitions of terms. 
Misunderstandings are perpetuated in the absence of defining terms 
clearly and making clear how they are being used and applied in any 
given context. This is a major problem in discussions of evolution. 
The definition for “evolution” is elastic and evolutionists frequently 
change goalposts when trying to justify their religious belief in 
miracles’ and the theology built upon it. 

It is frequently defined in the broadest terms possible “change” 
“descent with modification”, “change over time”, “common 
descent”, “change in the properties of populations of organisms that 
transcend the lifetime of a single individual”, “evolution is a process 
that results in heritable changes in a population spread over many 
generations”, “evolution is change in the adaptation and in the 
diversity of populations of organisms”’ The apparent meanings 
conveyed through such very broad definitions are not in dispute, 
because they refer to what is observable. An inflated extrapolation is 
made from these deliberately broad definitions in order to support a 
metaphysical, religious belief that materialism or naturalism is true. 


€ A self-replicating cell with a digital information, communication and 
engineering architecture whose appearance violates physico-chemical laws 
and cannot be explained through any empirically provable naturalistic 
means is a miracle for naturalists. They need this miracle. On the other 
hand, the hypothesis that knowledge, will and immense creative power 
must be behind the self-replicating cell can be proven empirically through 
the scientific method and falsifiability tests. The miracle of the naturalists, 
cannot. 

7 Douglas J. Futuyma in Evolutionary Biology, Sinauer Associates 1986, via 
talkorigins.org. 

* From talkorigins.org, 

°’ Earnst Mayr in Toward a New Philosophy of Biology. Cambridge (MA): The 
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1988. 
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That extrapolation and the philosophical claims resulting from it do 
not have any scientific basis. 

Evolutionists change goalposts in definitions in order to covertly 
inject their religiously asserted metaphysical beliefs of naturalism 
and materialism and to remove the burden of proof upon them to 
empirically validate their belief in miracles through the scientific 
method. 

From the miracles touted by sagacious believers is that 
mutations—corruption in information—are the source of novel 
designs and features; that noise which competes with and drowns a 
radio signal, produces novelty in the perceived and rationally 
understood contents of the signal itself; that typographical errors in 
the copying of a dictionary lead to new word entries, producing an 
improved, up to date, well-adapted version of the dictionary suitable 
for its environment and so on. Miracles are events which violate 
known laws of nature. Evolutionists greatly fear their religious 
beliefs being reduced to simple conceptual examples like the ones 
given because laymen can easily understand and immediately 
recognise them as false, imaginary, fanciful beliefs of primitives. 

Hence, they adhere to very broad definitions of evolution that 
agree with undisputed observations—that populations undergo 
change in their genes and in their forms and appearances (children, 
grandchildren and great grandchildren continue to acquire varation 
in genes and in form and appearance)—so that the impossible 
mechanisms they propose to validate their religious belief in 
naturalism are never given focused attention because empirical 
scientific inquiry consistently fails to demonstrate them and all they 
have are hopes and wishes. 

This is the problem they are faced with: 

Trying to prove a miracle [which violates physicochemical laws of 
nature] through the scientific method which can only give 
explanations by the physicochemical laws of nature is impossible. In 
other words: They have believed in a miracle [self-replicating cell] 
which breaks all known laws of nature and on top of that miracle 
they have added another miracle [that loss of information produces 
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increase of information, novelty and complexity]"°. Then, amusingly, 
they assert that science must only deal with explanations through 
natural law. 

This is their reality. 

As a result, it is impossible for them to prove the mechanisms 
they propose, because laws of nature—which must do the 
explaining—are unable to reproduce these miracles in the 
laboratory. It is from this angle that we should understand the abject 
failure of origins of life research and the decades of failed laboratory 
tests with deliberately induced mutations in organisms such as 
Drosophila. This is the real secret behind the broad, ambiguous 
definitions they employ. 

The lack of consensus amongst evolutionists about the precise 
definition of evolution is manipulated and formed into a powerful 
weapon to frequently accuse opponents of not having “understood” 
evolution. Anytime a naturalist claims that someone has not 
“understood” evolution and is “talking nonsense”—then this actually 
returns back to the fact that there is no precise definition for 
evolution to begin with. It is elastic and can be stretched or squeezed 
according to need and circumstance, and this is taken advantage of 
very effectively by sagacious believers in evolution. 

On its website, the National Center for Science and Eduction 
(NCSE)" in the US, in an informative article on the definition of 
evolution—after presenting a range of definitions from leading 
evolutionary biologists—states: “These examples illustrate that there 
is a wide range of approaches to defining evolution and that ‘experts’ 
disagree over what to emphasize in their definitions.” The standard 
definition for evolution in textbooks of evolution is given as: “any 
change in the frequency of alleles within a gene pool from one 


® As in, the neo-Darwinian “modern synthesis” mechanism. 

" This organisation’s goal is to promote evolution and fights legally to 
keep creation accounts outside of schools and educational institutions. 

” https://ncse.com/library-resource/defining-evolution-0. 
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generation to the next.””’ This is simply stating that evolution is the 
change in genetic make-up within a population. Thus, as a 
population reproduces over multiple generations, each paired set of 
genes that correlates with a physical characteristic—say eye or hair 
colour for example—received by offspring from a parent will change. 
Straightforward and obvious, nothing in dispute here. This is simply 
saying that evolution is proven true by having children since having 
children increases the frequency of alleles in the population. 
Evolutionists rarely point out that this standard definition for 
evolution is in fact a definition for microevolution over relatively 
short time periods, over a number of generations. It is then left for it 
to be assumed that macroevolution is the same process but on a 
larger time-scale. This is nothing but “convincing [or trying to 
deceive] through mere definition alone” and not through empirical 
evidence. 

The fact that no specific, precise, agreed upon definition exists 
for the word “evolution” indicates the non-scientific status of the 
theory itself. Take note of this fact: When pressed to give a precise, 
accurate definition which can then be scrutinized to see whether it 
validates naturalist beliefs through the scientific method and the 
logical reasoning it employs, sagacious believers will only ever be 
defining microevolution, which is not under dispute. This is what 
they are talking about when they say “evolution is a fact”. Then, 
they inject—via stealth—their ideological, religious, belief in 
naturalism via extrapolation. In the appropriate chapter in this book 
we will cite the statement of Michael Ruse, an ardent evolutionist 
and philosopher who states explicitly that “evolution is a religion” 
and always was “from the very beginning”. 

2. There is widespread dissatisfaction with the neo-Darwinian 
modern synthesis as the sole mechanism driving biological novelty 


*% Helena Curtis and N. Sue Barnes, Biology, 5th ed. 1989 Worth 
Publishers, p.974, as cited by the NCSE. However, even this definition is 
disputed amongst evolutionist and is claimed to be insufficient and too 
narrow. Thus, one can see the problem with definitions from the outset. 


@abuiyaadsp | aboutatheism.net | 13 


A MUSLIM’S GUIDE TO NATURALISM, EVOLUTION AND ATHEISM 


and speciation in evolution.” Efforts are under way by outspoken 
critics to throw it in the back seat, if not in the dustbin. A split has 
occurred between the neo-Darwinian fundamentalists and the 
“disbelieving apostate” open-minded liberalists amongst them. They 
do not have—and in fact have never had—a credible purely 
naturalist, materialist mechanism on the table. An “extended 
evolutionary synthesis” is being devised and a “third-way of 
evolution”” is being proposed. Dissatisfaction with materialist 
philosophy is appearing amongst atheists and is finding its way to 
print through respected academic institutions.’* The materialist neo- 
Darwinian philosophy is under attack. The seams have been 
unstitched. 

Current research being done in laboratories indicates an entirely 
different picture to the one that has dominated the scene since the 
mid-20th century. Empirically observed DNA-gene-cell mechanisms 
demonstrate the existence of what we can call pre-programmed, in- 
built, dynamic, adaptive, algorithmic engineering processes that can give 
rise to novelty which can be loosely called “evolution”. Sadly for the 
fundamentalists, this body of growing research demonstrates that 
blind, random, undirected forces of nature leading to the chance 
origin of life and subsequent biological diversity through “mutation” 
and “selection” is an entirely false picture. Instead, the cutting-edge 
research supports the view that a pre-designed architectural 


“ Random mutations being acted upon by natural selection. This is 
referred to in this work as “RMNS”. Dissenters and critics state that Neo- 
Darwinists have elevated Natural Selection into a unique creative force that 
solves all the difficult evolutionary problems without a real empirical basis. 

3 http://www.thethirdwayofevolution.com/. Within this group is the 
realisation that the neo-Darwinian modern synthesis is false and cannot 
stand on its own. They are trying to mould the latest findings in molecular 
biology and genetics—which give immense, renewed support for design— 
into a new evolutionary synthesis. 

1 Refer to Thomas Nagel’s book, “Mind and Cosmos: Why the Materialist 
Neo-Darwinian Conception of Nature is Almost Certainly False”, Oxford 
University Press, 2012. 
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framework within which dynamic, creative processes following a 
language of creation and grammatical rules lead to biological novelty 
and diversity within defined limits. 

This is posing difficulties for naturalists and evolutionists as a 
whole and they are in dispute with each other as to how tackle these 
new discoveries and somehow accommodate them as a means of 
protecting their naturalist, atheist beliefs. Hence, the differences and 
antagonisms between the neo-Darwinian fundamentalists, who take 
the path of dismissal, and the open-minded liberalists who want to 
accommodate them into a new synthesis or a third way within a 
naturalist belief system. In July 2009 a gathering of sixteen 
evolutionary biologists and philosophers took place in Altenberg, 
Germany. Opponents of the neo-Darwinian modern synthesis who 
represent a much wider group, they are trying to throw off the yoke 
of neo-Darwinism, which they consider “dead” and a hindrance to 
scientific research.” In November 2016, a “paradigm-shift” 
conference to try and fix evolutionary theory took place at the 
prestigious Royal Society in London. Titled “New trends in evolutionary 
biology: biological, philosophical and social science perspectives”, the 
conference was attended by neo-Darwinian fundamentalists, 
“extensioners” and the liberal conciliationists. The aim was to 
refresh evolutionary theory—because as it stands—there is nothing 
on the table. 

The evolutionists can be divided into the following groups: 

a) Neo-Darwinian religious fundamentalists who are staunch 
believers in the modern synthesis. 

b) Disbelievers and apostates who reject the modern synthesis 
and are working for a new synthesis. 

Occasionally, there are misguided innovating heretics who are 
scolded and put back in line.” 


Y Refer to Suzan Mazur (an evolutionist), The Altenberg 16: An Expose of 
the Evolultion Industry.Berkely: North Atlantic Books. 2009. 

*® Such as, the “heretical innovator” Stephen J. Gould who introduced 
the “punctuated equilibrium” doctrine in the early 1970s which challenged 
the “gradualism” of the modern synthesis. 
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c) Liberalists who are looking for a ways to reconcile between the 
two and work to accommodate conflicting views within an extended 
evolutionary synthesis. 

As will be spelled out in the book—insha Allah—the rug has been 
pulled from beneath the atheist materialist position. It has become 
exponentially more difficult for them to defend their conjectural 
naturalist beliefs in light of the emerging understanding of the 
intricacy in the programming and engineering of life. It’s just a 
question of how effectively they can maintain the smoke, mirrors 
and bluster. 

3. There is a glaring difference between what is documented in 
peer-reviewed scientific research papers about the current status of 
scientific understanding, molecular mechanisms and evolutionary 
theory in general and what is conveyed by standard textbooks on 
biology in academic institutions and promoted through popular 
science writings to the lay public via journalists and storytellers. 
Ignorance of this disparity is taken advantage of by naturalists and 
atheists in the construction of their arguments in order to present as 
factual what is speculative or controversial, if not discredited or 
rejected alltogether within the scientific literature. 

4, Terms have been coined historically on the basis of crude, 
limited knowledge. As knowledge evolved, these terms continued to 
be employed, affecting accuracy of understanding of phenomena and 
discussions regarding them. This is the case with the word gene [and 
thereafter genetics, genome, genotype, phenotype and so on]. This word 
was first used to simply denote a unit of heredity at the beginning of 
the 20th century. With advances in molecular biology and the 
discovery of DNA structure, it then referred to a distinct sequence of 
DNA within the chromosome whose order determines the synthesis 
of peptides and proteins. However, further advances in “genetics” 
are making this term obsolete. The popular meaning of the term 
“gene” no longer accords with biological reality and the more it is 
studied the less certainty there is about what a gene is. Within the 
past two decades, the understanding of what a gene has been 
refreshed though still lacking and incomplete. A gene is no longer a 
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linear sequence of DNA but is now more of a computational process 
in the context of which DNA sequences take on meanings.” The 
“one gene to one trait” correlation is inaccurate and is opposed to 
biological reality. Current research shows that there can be fifteen 
different locations for a gene across eleven different chromosomes. 
Hence, the accepted notion of what a “gene” is has been turned on 
its head. The “gene” as a controlling, deterministic entity is false. 
Rather, there is a higher-level cell-based architecture in which 
computational processes construct “genes” dynamically according 
to need and circumstance. 

The implications of the above are: 

a) The materialists, naturalists and atheists do not have as full a 
grasp of reality as they claim to possess, and their bold assertions of 
certainty and authority are not founded. 

To illustrate, when it was announced in 2000 that the “genetic 
code of human life has been cracked by scientists” in the New York 
Times, informed scientists remarked, “We’ve got another century of 
work to figure out how all these things relate to each other.””” 

b) They are restricted because of outdated conceptual baggage 
embedded in terms that now hinder understanding, 

c) In discussing the subject we have no choice but to employ such 
terminology. Thus, our speech and use of terminology is within the 
framework of the current best working—though conceptually deficient and 
limited—knowledge that is also undergoing a shift in direction. In other 
words, how we speak of and characterise the DNA-gene-cell system, 
as it is currently being understood, is subject to revision. However, 
this would not affect the arguments made in this book. Rather, what 


® Refer to: Burian, R. M. (1985). “On Conceptual Change in Biology: The 
Case of the Gene”, in Evolution at a Crossroads: The New Biology and the New 
Philosophy of Science, Depew, D. J. and B. H. Weber (Eds.). Cambridge: MIT 
Press, pp. 21-42; Griffiths, Paul E. and Eva M. Neumann-Held (1999). The 
Many Faces of the Gene, BioScience vol. 49, pp. 656-662; Gelbart, W. 1998. 
Databases in Genomic Research. Science 282: 659-661. 

2 Nicholas Wade. Genetic Code of Human Life Is Cracked by Scientists. New 
York Times. June 27, 2000. 
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is emerging from current research is that the system of biological 
life is much more complicated than expected. These findings only 
serve to strengthen the arguments in this book. 

5. The word “species” is also problematic. Species classification is 
a convention used to aid our ability to organize and classify nature. 
It is subjective and not objective. There are vague boundaries and 
the criteria of inclusion and separation are disputed. This problem is 
acknowledged and has not been satisfactorily resolved to date even 
amongst evolutionary biologists.” One should be aware of ways in 
which the ambiguity in species classification serves as a weapon for 
evolutionists in the construction of their arguments. Defining 
species works both for and against Darwinian evolution.” The word 
“species” is used in this work with this caution in mind. A less- 
problematic, more practical definition would be: organisms that are 
able to mate and produce fertile, viable offspring that can also mate 
and produce fertile, viable offspring are the same species. Or another 
way: all phyiologically similar organisms that are able to produce 
viable, fertile offspring are the same species. Thus, wolves and dogs 
for example, are the same species. 

6. The neo-Darwinian modern synthesis—random mutations and 
natural selection—as the sole driver of evolutionary change, novelty 
and speciation has been empirically falsified via advances in 
molecular biology and genetics over the past couple of decades. 
Before that, incompatibility with the fossil record led to a 
modification to the theory known as punctuated equilibrium, 


21 Refer to, by way of example: Dobzhansky T. 1935. A critique of the 
species concept in biology. Philos Sci 2: 344-355; Hey J. 2006. On the failure of 
modern species concepts. Trends Ecol Evol, 21: 447-450; Hausdorf B. 2011. 
Progress toward a general species concept. Evolution 65: 923- 931; Ereshefsky 
M. 2010a. Microbiology and the species problem. Biol Philos 25: 553- 568. 

* Strictly speaking, since evolution requires lots of transitional forms 
between species then it should be extremely difficult to develop criteria to 
distinguish between species. Further, the amount of transitional forms 
required by Darwinian evolution do not exist in the fossil record. In any 
case, defining species remains an ongoing problem in general and leads to 
difficulties in arguments regarding evolution. 
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proposed by Stephen Jay Gould and Niles Eldredge in 1972. This was 
not taken well by fundamentalists, some considered them heretical 
innovators (mubtadi‘ah).” As a consequence, evolutionists have been 
scrambling for some decades to create a new synthesis. The 
implications of all of this—when consideration is made of the various 
ideas they are trying to merge together and the nature of the 
empirical evidence they are trying to incorporate—is that the 
argument from design has become much more powerful than ever 
and next to impossible to refute. 

For that reason, naturalists and atheists have many devices 
through which they ridicule empirical evidence, sound reason and 
evidences that undermine their beliefs. From them is the use of 
labels such as “creationists”. This term refers to Christians who 
believe in a literal six 24-hour day creation of the Heavens and Earth 
and a 6,000 year old Earth. This is not in agreement with authentic 
revelation and is not the view of Muslims.” The “creationist” label is 
extended to everyone who does not accept the neo-Darwinian 
religion. 

7. The objections of David Hume (d. 1776) in the 18th century to 
the design argument were premature and made at a time when 
designed artefacts were highly mechanical, machine-like and 
relatively crude. Hume would have found it difficult to make such 
objections in the 21st century. Given current knowledge regarding 


* There are three known problems in the fossil record that led to this 
proposal: The first is the extreme rarity of transitional forms (missing 
links). The second is stasis or equilibrium (meaning little or no change ina 
species throughout its time on Earth) as the most prominent feature of the 
fossil record. And the third is sudden appearance (extraordinary numbers 
of new species appear all at once and ‘fully formed’ ). One should be wary of 
all evolutionist propaganda that makes use of the fossil record. 

** The Heavens and Earth were created within a measure of time other 
than our measurement of time [as calculated by the sun and moon]. There 
are years and days of measurement other than the years and days of this 
creation which precede it. Likewise, they were created with previously 
existing matter and not from “nothing”. Refer to Bayan Talbis al-Jahmiyyah 
(2/459-461, 473) of Ibn Taymiyyah. 
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molecular biology and the semiotic, computational nature of the 
DNA-gene-cell system, Darwinism, neo-Darwinism and naturalist 
ideologies in general, would not even have been conceived of let 
alone see the light of day. 

In order to divert attention away from the accumulating evidence 
of design from an information, prescriptive software code and 
communications and pre-engineering perspective, evolutionists use 
smear tactics by describing design arguments as “creationism” 
through the back door. This is mostly out of terrifying, debilitating 
fear than actually having any empirical evidence to counter the 
arguments. Staunch atheists like Richard Dawkins admit that the 
design argument is powerful and not easy to contend with. It can 
only be countered by an alternative, competing explanation, not by 
actual refutation. The alternative explanation is deduced from the 
religions of naturalism and materialism whose assumptions are 
taken as truth before any science has been done. 

8. Returning back to terminology and how it can be used to play 
with people’s minds, subconsciences and intellects. If one reflects 
upon dubious terms such as “natural selection” and clear terms such 
as “intelligent design” one can see that the first—in its obvious 
apparent meaning—is a loaded term and is conceptually invalid. 
Nature does not have any volition to select”, which is a conscious 
act, but it is given this apparent ability with cryptic phraseology for 
philosophical reasons. It is also defined in the broadest manner 
possible so as to accommodate both empirically observed facts and 
non-empirical religious beliefs. Thus, the fact that some organisms 
within a population survive, reproduce and leave more offspring 
than others, is empirically observed. This process has been captured 
within the ambiguous term “natural selection” so as to provide a 
basis for embedding the metaphysical belief that nature is a creative 
power and force through extrapolation. Meaning, because we see 


3 The dictionary definition of select is: carefully choose as being the 
best or most suitable, to choose in preference to another or others; pick out; 
to make a choice; To take as a choice from among several. 


@abuiyaadsp | aboutatheism.net | 20 


A MUSLIM’S GUIDE TO NATURALISM, EVOLUTION AND ATHEISM 


some members of a population surviving and reproducing, thereby 
passing on their genes, we can extrapolate from this that if this 
process continues over very long periods of time, over hundreds and 
thousands of generations, that totally new species will emerge that 
are reproductively isolated. Meaning, they have become so different 
and isolated that they can no longer reproduce. Thus, the term 
“natural selection” is frontloaded with an empirical observation and 
backloaded with a metaphysical claim that is not testable. 

As for “intelligent design”, then it agrees with reason and human 
experience and is a conceptually valid phrase. It is known to be true 
through the sum of human knowledge and experience in industry 
and technology. What shows all the hallmarks of design according to 
human standards and experience—and incorporates multiple levels 
of abstraction similar to what we see in systems analysis, database 
systems and coding of software—requires intelligence, the attributes 
of knowledge, will, power and wisdom. There is nothing ambiguous 
or deceptive about this term. 

Thus, right at the very beginning, there are issues with the use of 
terminology. Deceptive terminology can be used to make people 
accept fallacious ideas and concepts unconsciously. The reliance 
upon this method by atheists, materialists and evolutionists is raised 
and tackled in various places in this work. 

9. Evolutionists, naturalists and materialists are cited in this work 
in which they reveal data, findings and results which support views 
that go against their own materialist convictions and go against the 
grain of evolutionary dogma. By citing their statements, research 
papers and publications it is not implied that they support or are 
aligned with such views. Overwhelmingly, the same data is being 
used by atheists and those who believe in a creator and it is all 
within the domain of microevolution. No one has a monopoly over 
empirical facts and findings, nor exclusive rights to interpret them. 
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1. Introduction 


The claim that best fits the available evidence—according to the 
standards of scientific inquiry--is that biological life is designed and 
created through knowledge (‘ilm), will (irādah), power (qudrah) and 
wisdom (hikmah). 

This is an empirical conclusion and can be formulated—from an 
information, communications and engineering perspective—as a 
scientific hypothesis which is not falsifiable except by abandoning 
common sense and reason. Falsifiability tests can be devised and 
constructed for this claim.” Design with intent in biological life is 
presented as a scientific hypothesis in this book along with 
falsifiability tests. 

At the same time, the claim that the scientific method of inquiry 
is the only way to ascertain truths and facts cannot be proven by the 
scientific method itself and is therefore false. We shall explore this 
further in chapters relating to naturalism and the scientific method. 

Thus, we can also claim—from the angle of innate disposition, 
common sense, basic reason and applied human intelligence in 
industry and technology—that biological life is designed and created 
through knowledge (‘ilm), will (iradah), power (qudrah) and wisdom 
(hikmah) without requiring any application of the scientific method. 
The acquisition of sound, factual knowledge is not dependent solely 


3 In scientific inquiry, falsifiability tests increase the scientific status of 
a hypothesis. In the Qur'an, tests of falsifiability are provided for non- 
believers: If there is doubt about the Qur’an’s divine origin, then produce a 
chapter like it to prove it is the work of a human (2:23). There is a challenge 
to create a simple form of biological life, a fly (22:73). Nimrod, the arrogant 
tyrant, is requested to bring the sun from the west (2:258) to prove his 
claim and to falsify Ibrahim’s (sili) that the sun’s course has been 
designated for it by its creator. 
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on the scientific method. Limitations in the truth-reaching capacity 
of the scientific method are discussed later in this work. That is not 
to deny that it is an extremely useful and beneficial tool of inquiry to 
gain knowledge and understanding of phenomena . 

A universal digital information, communication and engineering 
system drives biological life and manifests as a hardware-operating 
system platform within which a database of prescriptive information 
in the form of code is edited in real-time to generate software which 
can create, run and control more software which in turn creates and 
controls machinery allowing self-repair, self-regulation and self- 
replication.” Upon this architecture, biological life is designed with 
an in-built capacity for adaptation and change within defined limits 
in response to external stimuli. Organisms can share or acquire 
software code through which novelty can be introduced—not 
randomly as per the creed of the naturalists—but within a pre- 
configured design architecture that accommodates and accounts for 
all such variations. Physiologically similar organisms can reproduce 
and introduce variety if their coded instruction sets are similar and 
compatible enough to allow fertile offspring.” 

The ability to manipulate genetic code within a laboratory setting 
and introduce change and novelty with intent and by design is also 
empirical evidence that life is designed. This is no different to 
improving software through the use of pre-existing code templates, 
modules and plugins. “Evolution” within this conceptual 
framework—with understanding of computational and engineering 


* This has been the emerging understanding of cellular, biological life 
and the relevant research in this regard is summarised later in this work. 

3 For example dogs and wolves are able to interbreed and produce 
viable, fertile offspring and it can be said that such physiologically similar 
variations have a “common ancestor”. However, this does not allow the 
generalisation that all species have a universal common ancestor within the 
framework of neo-Darwinian evolution, since the proposed mechanism for 
the emergence of variation, involvinng random mutations, has been 
empirically disproven, and further, this claim employs fallacious reasoning, 
through the use of hasty generalisation. This issue—and how evolutionists 
construct their arguments—is discussed in more detailed later in the book. 
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processes within the cell such as transposition and epigenetics—can 
accommodate all verifiable observations, whether in nature or 
within a laboratory setting. This is on the basis of belief in al-qada 
wal-qadar (divine determination and precision in all affairs) and the 
fact that the creator has put inherent properties, strengths and 
qualities in things, and that the creation operates through a complex 
interconnected system of causes and effects (al-asbab wal- 
musabbabat) which are a manifestation of immense, unrivalled 
creative power. 

The famous Muslim scholar Ibn al-Qayyim (d. 1350) said: 

“The universe is tied together through causes (al-asbab), forces 
(al-quwa) and efficient and purposeful causes (al-‘ilal al-fa‘iliyyah wal- 
gh@iyyah).””* 

He also said: 

“If we were to follow up what affords the affirmation of causes 
(ways and means) from the Qu’an and the Sunnah, it would be 
(found) in more than ten thousand places and we do not say that out 
of exaggeration, but in actual reality. But sufficient is the witness of 
sensory perception, reason and innate disposition (to establish it). 
For this reason it was said by one from the people of knowledge, ‘A 
people spoke about rejection of the causes (ways and means) and 
thus caused the possessors of intelligence to laugh at their 
intellects’.””’ 

As such, there is no conflict between reason and revelation 
because revelation accommodates all empirically verified factual 
observations and cause-effect relationships.” As such, variation in 


°° Madarij al-Salkin (1/256). 

Shifa’ al-‘Alil (p. 189). 

8 This opposes the view of the Ash‘arites who oppose both reason and 
revelation in denying that created entities have been endued with inherent 
qualities, strengths and powers through which efficient causality arises 
(cause-effect systems). For details of their views refer to, by way of 
example: Binyamin Abrahamov. Al-Ghazali's Theory of Causality. Studia 
Islamica. No. 67 (1988), pp. 75-98; Ilai Alon. Al-Ghazali on Causality. Journal of 
the American Oriental Society 100 (4):397 (1980); Griffel, Frank (2010), Al- 
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the creation—and empirically verified cause-effect mechanisms for 
that variation—do not pose any problems. There is no conflict. 

Thus, “variation” is real and true. Denying it is denying sensory 
perception. It arises because it is pre-programmed and includes in- 
built adaptive mechanisms that anticipate environmental changes 
and challenges. There are strict limits to variation that can never be 
crossed. This is confirmed by empirical evidence through laboratory 
testing” and also in the practice of “artificial selection” in which 
plants and animals are interbred to enhance certain desirable traits 
above others. However, when pushed to extremes, the hybrid line 
tends to terminate because the enhancement of one quality usually 
comes at the expense of others. Thus, if a barrier is reached with 
artificial selection, guided with intent, knowledge and purpose, it is 
far-fetched to claim that blind, purposeless “natural selection” can 
trascend this barrier to introduce novel forms and features and turn 
the organism into a physiologically different species through 
random mutations. This is the imaginary part of [neo-Darwinian] 
evolution which is deduced from prior philosophical materialist 
convictions and is not empirically proven through the scientific 
method as will be demonstrated in this work insha Allah. 

The imaginary part of “evolution” lies in the religious, 
metaphysical, philosophical non-empirical speculative claim that 
biological life with all its diversity arose through blind, undirected 
processes involving chance (random events) and necessity (physico- 
chemical laws) with random mutation being the driver of biological 
change and speciation. These ideas—though more sophisticated in 
nature—are not new. They have been stated before in cruder, less 
sophisticated terms, by the primitives. Naturalists of old claimed 


Ghazali’s Philosophical Theology, Oxford University Press. Al-Ghazali’s view 
represents the standard Ash‘arite position on this subject. Refutation of this 
view is apparent in the Qur'an, the Prophetic traditions and the writings of 
well-known Salafi scholars such as Ibn Taymiyyah and Ibn al-Qayyim in 
their numerous works. 

2? Such as Drosophila fruit fly experiments which for 80 years have not 
produced any novel features or newe species. 
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that everything regenerates in an eternal cyclical process and only 
the passing of time causes life and death. 

The Muslim Qur’anic exegete Ibn Kathir (d. 1373) said: “[This] is 
said by the atheist philosophers [who believe in] continuous 
regeneration [of life] in rejection of a Maker and who believe that 
everything returns back to its original state after [every] 3,600 years. 
They claim this has recurred for eternity. Thus, they showed 
arrogation towards rationality and rejected revealed text, and it is 
why they said: 

jal YI) GŠ Lag 
‘Nothing destroys us but time.’ (45:24). 
Allah the Exalted said: 


giles Yl ad S| ple Ge UA il lag 
‘They have no knowledge of that, they merely speculate.’ (45:24). 
Meaning, that they presume and imagine.” 
The theory of Charles Darwin regarding “The origin of species by 
means of natural selection and the preservation of favoured races in the 
struggle for life”™—as it was later interpreted and presented—is a 


% Tafsir al-Qu’an al-‘Azim, explanation of al-Jathiyah (45:24). 

31 Both Charles Darwin (d. 1882) and Alfred Russel Wallace (d. 1913) came 
up with similar theories independently. Wallace revealed his idea to Darwin 
in a 1858 letter and also wrote an essay titled “On the tendency of varieties to 
depart indefinitely from the original type”. Seeing that he might be outdone in 
publishing, Darwin quickly got writing and released On the Origin of Species 
By Means of Natural Selection a year later in November 1859. Both of these 
men had read Thomas Malthus’s Essay on the Principle of Population and were 
influenced in the same way, leading them to develop similar ideas. Darwin’s 
theory was influenced by Malthus’s thesis: populations grow exponentially 
(geometrically) whereas the food supply grows linearly (arithmetically). As 
such, there will be a struggle for survival and favoured species and races 
will survive whilst others will be eliminated. Darwin extrapolated from this 
the notion that favourable variations that arise in species as a result of 
struggle would be preserved and could lead to the formation of new species. 
Thus, the mathematics of economic struggle and race differences (favoured 
traits) were combined to produce a concept that allowed for formation of 
new species. This claim was extrapolated from the small differences which 
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sophisticated rehash of the same idea. There is nothing original in 
this belief. However, in its particular formulation, it provided the 
basis for a more complicated, deceptive version of the religious 
belief of previous naturalists. 

In this work, when spoken of critically, evolution is defined as: 

The theory that all biological species are descended from a universal 
common ancestor through random mutations of DNA and natural selection. 
Or—alternatively worded for accuracy—: The theory that biological 
species which are not physiologically similar and are unable to interbreed to 
provide viable fertile offspring descended from common ancestry through 
random mutations of DNA and natural selection. 

This definition excludes all empirically verified mechanisms of 
variation such as transposition, horizontal gene transfer, epigenetic 
processes—which as this work will show—are pre-programmed and 
in-built as part of a vast and complex design architecture which 
gives powerful evidence that knowledge, will, intent, purpose, 
design and wisdom are behind biological life and its diversity. 


are observed between parents and offspring or adaptive changes in animals 
in response new environments, and likewise from artificial breeding 
practices. However, Wallace later changed his mind and accepted 
intelligent design. In 1910, Wallace wrote the book, “The World of Life: A 
Manifestation of Creative Power, Directive Mind and Ultimate Purpose”. Darwin 
endowed ‘nature’ with the power of selection, the all-pervasive powerful 
force which can be invoked as an all-explanatory mechanism in every 
situation and scenario. It has the power to explain everything whilst 
proving nothing. Thus, miraculously, for example, the eye or other features 
are claimed to have been created by “natural selection” at least forty 
separate times in different geographical locations by “natural selection”. To 
remove the miraculous element in this wondrous feat of the blind, 
undirected random process, new terms are crafted to encrypt the meaning: 
convergent evolution. These cryptic terms conceal the underlying religious 
system which involves faith in unobserved miraculous phenomena. Eye- 
witness accounts of historical events and phenomena by tens, hundreds or 
thousands, passed on through successive oral transmission are greater in 
reliability than the conjectures and wild speculations about what has not 
been seen or experienced at all. Thus, there is greater justification for 
believing in the miracles of the Prophets, than believing in the miracles 
invoked by the naturalists and atheists. 
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This reframed naturalist religion has allowed materialists and 
atheists, in their own words, to become intellectually fulfilled. It is—as 
shall become clear insha’Allah—an unverifiable hypothesis and 
nothing more than a materialist doctrine. Let us elaborate on how 
they attained this intellectual fulfilment. 

Speaking about the speculative theologians (ahl al-kalam) amongst 
the Muslims, and the philosophers and naturalists and their views on 
causes, effects and the inherent properties of things, the renowned 
Muslim Scholar Ibn Taymiyyah (d. 1328) said: 

“For they (the philosophers and naturalists) observe some of the 
(natural causes) just as they observe the inherent properties and 
powers (forces) which Allah created within essences (ajsam) and just 
as they observe the effects of the sun and moon upon this world, but 
alongside this, they assign the events arising (thereby) to a cause 
amongst His causes, such as ascribing newly-emerging entities to 
‘nature’. But ‘nature’ is simply an attribute (that is) established with 
the entity.” Thus, the one who made ‘nature’ to be that which brings 
about a human in the womb of his mother and whatever he 
possesses of the various limbs and the strengths and benefits 
endowed upon (these limbs), then his saying is more apparently 
corrupt than those sayings in which the newly-emerging entities are 
assigned to an eternal (static) will without affirmation of a cause or a 
wisdom (therein), or assigning newly-emerging entities to the power 
of a willing, powerful agent, irrespective of whether that power (has 
been exercised in) eternity or is exercised (through recurring will). 
For both of these sayings are better than assigning that to ‘nature’ 
which is simply an attribute in an entity amongst the entities, which 
has no wish or will.”” 

Naturalists, atheists and evolutionists ascribe “creative genius” to 
nature in the absence of will, choice, intent. And this is really the 
crux of the entire issue. 


* It is important to grasp this point. Refer to the citation from the 
Islamic scholar Ibn al-Qayyim a little later regarding the naturalist who 
believes nature is the creator. 

° Refer to Kitab al-Safadiyyah, Adwa al-Salaf, 1423H, p. 169 onwards. 
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The actual point of contention, when we peel off all the layers of 
deception, cryptic terminology and doublespeak in their statements 
and writings is whether creation (contrivance, design, end-goal, 
objective-orientation) comes via choice with intent’’—or to put it 
another way, through the attributes of knowledge (ilm), will 
(mashiah), power (qudrah) and wisdom (hikmah)—or in their absence. 
Since choice with intent is rejected then, naturally, there only 
remains: chance (random events) and necessity (physical law) which 
work together blind and undirected and given enough time, can lead 
to scenarios in which creative processes can be unleashed. 

Here is the secret of the naturalists and atheists: They have 
simply taken the attributes which belong to a creator—knowledge, 
will, power, wisdom—ascribed them to nature covertly, introduced 
the concept of randomness so as to conceal evident purposes, goals 
and wisdoms (hikam), and then masked everything through the use 
of imaginitive, creative, cryptic, complicated terminology. In their 
scientific investigations, theory-formulations and writings, they are 
often inescapably forced to speak of nature as having purpose, power, 
genius and so on on the one hand, whilst consciously denying it on 
the other. Their contradiction is plain to see for all people of sound 
mind. When evaluated according to the strict standards of empirical 
science the theory of evolution [descent with modification arising 
through purely natural means without being engineered or caused 
by a creator represented by choice with intent, or the attributes of 
knowledge, will and power] is quickly exposed as a philosophical 
doctrine, and is disqualified as a scientific theory because of the 
vagueness and elasticity of definitions. It is protected ferociously by 
devoted, religious believers who have invested their emotions into it 
as relief from cosmic authority syndrome.” 


* The phrase “choice with intent” represents selection, the act of 
choosing which is not without intent. In other words that which involves 
agency. It contrasts with events that are said to be “chosen” through purely 
physico-chemical dynamics in nature where no intent is present. 

3 An emotional dislike and aversion of the notion that there should be 
an authority over the universe at all. 
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In his book Origin of the Species, Charles Darwin gives the example 
of artificial selection in which desired traits are accumulated within 
species through careful selection of breeding stock. Breeders could 
cultivate certain traits and found that offspring of the selected stock 
had those particular traits enhanced. This was “evolution”. Darwin 
extrapolated natural selection from this and spoke of nature as if it 
was purposeful, like artificial breeding. He spoke of natural selection 
it as if it was an all-powerful force that can account for everything. 
Basically, whatever man can do through knowledge, choice and 
intent, nature can also do. The difference was that though man is 
able to select with a rational mind with end-objectives in mind, 
nature, blind and purposeless, is superior. 

Darwin therefore laid the ground for atheists to pursue their goal 
of intellectual fulfillment. Richard Dawkins stated, “Although atheism 
might have been logically tenable before Darwin, Darwin made it 
possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atheist.” Dawkins follows 
Darwin in ascribing such qualities to nature.” He mentions “the 
power of natural selection””, of its mimicking “conscious design”, 
giving the illusion of “design and planning”, serving as a blind “ 
watchmaker” which produces animals who get the illusion that they 
have been “brilliantly designed for a purpose”. He speaks of 
“intricate architecture and precision-engineering”.” 

What the naturalists and atheists have done is summarised by Ibn 
al-Qayyim succintly: 


aie y anlo of g ginal! blesi 
“Stripping what is made [contrived, designed, originated, manufactured] 
from having a maker and creator.”*° 


°° The Blind Watchmaker. New York:Norton 1987. p. 6. 

* The Blind Watchmaker, cover, p. 5 and The Necessity of Darwinism, New 
Scientist: 94, 4/15/82, p130. 

8 The Blind Watchmaker. New York:Norton 1987. pp. 94. 

° The Blind Watchmaker. New York:Norton 1987. pp. 1-3. 

“° Anwa al-Shirk. Maktabah Tabariyyah. 1992. p. 14. 
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They have stripped the creator of His attributes and conferred 
them upon nature. Then they use semantic devices to covertly 
ascribe the same attributes to nature: natural selection, self-ordering, 
self-organization, emergence, complexity at the edge of chaos, dissipative 
structure formation and so on. When discussing these concepts, it is 
extremely difficult for them to avoid the use of language which 
implies end-objectives, goal-orientation, purposefulness and 
qualities which can only be found with conscious, rational beings. 
Thus, the use of cryptic terminology and language. 

Often, they make huge slips. In a 2014 lecture titled “The Origins 
of Life: From Geochemistry to Biochemistry”“ Nita Sahei, professor 
at the University of Akron and origin-of-life researcher spoke of the 
types of molecules that would have to be coordinated to form life in 
the lab, including, “four nucleotides, twenty amino-acids, there 
could be a few lipids that could involve... several clays” and other 
minerals.” Next, she speaks of the enormous difficulty: “So its a 
combinatorial nightmare” and then she slips up: “And we need to 
use intelligent...” Realising what she has just said, she quickly 
corrects herself, “Not intelligent design—we need to use our ... our 
knowledge...” Seeing she is stuck, a professor in the audience helps 
her out by saying, “careful selection”. Back to her senses, she now 
rephrases, “We need to carefully select which nucleotides to start 
with, which amino acids and minerals based on our knowledge of 
the structure and reactivity of these components.” After completing 
this sentence, she remains silent for a moment, a bewildered look on 
her face for a split second, as her mind contemplates the factual 
reality that has just pounded her intellect and her conscience. Then 


“ Refer to: https://youtu.be/CeVk9yCO_vk at 48m:30s. The lecture was 
at the Institute for the Science of Origins at Case Western Reserve 
University. See also Tom Bethell, Darwin’s House of Cards, 2017: p. 152 and 
Researcher Almost Admits, then Quickly Retracts, that 'Intelligent Design' Is Needed 
to Explore Origin of Life at http://www.evolutionnews.org, 

42 Note the reference to clay. In the Qur’an, Allah describes the creation 
of man through extracts and types of clay, see (23:12), (55:14), (15:26), (32:7). 
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she says, “And we will also screen, we still have a large number of 
interactions to screen.” 

What we see here is stark admission—through a slip of the 
tongue—of the reality alluded to by Ibn al-Qayyim earlier: stripping 
the creation of the wilful acts of creation that gave rise to it thereby 
negating the necessity of a creator’s existence. This researcher, and 
countless others, know that without knowledge, intelligent design, 
careful selection, screening for specific interactions and choosing with an 
end-goal in mind, they cannot produce anything which even remotely 
resembles biological life. 

Very careful attention should be given to Nita Sahei’s use of the 
phrase “careful selection”—because it gives away the game from the 
outset. Whenever “selection” is used in any of their statements and 
writings, it has “knowledge, will, intent, direction, purpose” conceptually 
embedded within it. 

This exposes the arrogation in intellect upon which atheists have 
built their intellectually fulfilling religion. It is a religion they have 
crafted to provide themselves with psychological and emotional 
relief from cosmic authority syndrome, especially when their claims 
blatantly clash with rationality and the scientific experiments 
performed front of their eyes and noses. 

At the Royal Society November 2016 conference discussing “New 
Trends In Evolutionary Biology: Biological, Philosophical And Social Science 
Perspectives”, one of the professors, Samir Okasha, presented a 
lecture on the metaphor of agency. The following is the abstract, which 
should be read carefully in light of what has preceded (emphasis 
added): 

Evolution and the metaphor of agency 

Professor Samir Okasha, University of Bristol, UK 

It is striking that evolutionary biology often uses the language of 
intentional psychology to describe the behaviour of evolved 
organisms, their genes, and the process of natural selection that led 

to their evolution. Thus a cuckoo chick ‘deceives’ its host; a worker 

ant ‘prefers’ to tend the queen’s eggs to those of other workers; a 

swallow ‘realises’ that winter is approaching and ‘wants’ to escape it; 

an imprinted gene ‘knows’ whether it was inherited paternally or 
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maternally; and natural selection ‘chooses’ some phenotypes over 

others. 

This intentional idiom is a symptom of a broader way of thinking 
about and modelling evolution, which I call ‘agential’. This involves 
treating evolved entities, paradigmatically individual organisms, as 
if they were agents trying to achieve a goal, namely maximisation of 
reproductive fitness (or some proxy). The use of rational choice 
models, originally intended to apply to deliberate human action, in 
an evolutionary context, is one symptom of agential thinking.” 

I offer a cautious defence of agential thinking in evolutionary 
biology. I argue that this mode of thinking does genuine intellectual 
work, and is not ‘idle metaphor’. The key point is that attributions of 
agency presuppose a ‘unity of purpose’. 

In his lecture given to the Society, Okasha discusses three things: 

a) the use of the “intentional” idiom in evolutionary biology, 

b) the “agential views” of evolution and 

c) the use of “concepts from the view of human rationality” in 
evolutionary biology. 

Okasha notes: “It’s a familiar point that the language of 
intentional psychology is widely used within evolutionary biology” 
and he explains “intentional psychology” in terms of when humans 
speak of “beliefs, desires, purposes and goals”. Sometimes this is 
applied “to organisms, genes, groups, even to the evolutionary 
process itself.” He states: “And we find assertions like ‘natural 
selection chooses phenotypes’, ‘tries to solve design problems’ and so on.” 
Okasha speaks of ways used to “inject agency” into evolutionary 
biology. In type one, “the agent with the goal is Mother Nature, a 
personification of natural selection, the notion of Darwin, also 
defended at length by the philosopher Daniel Dennet”.” In type two, 
“the agent with a goal is an actual evolved entity in the here and 
now. That might be a gene, more usually an organism...”. Okasha 
describes type one as “dubious” and does not reccommend that 
evolutionary biologists “talk that way”—for obvious reasons—and 


£ Refer to: https://royalsociety.org/science-events-and-lectures/2016/ 
11/evolutionary-biology/. 
“* An American philosopher and neo-Darwinian fundamentalist. 
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states that type two “can be good.” About type one, which is 
“personification of natural selection and the use of psychological 
descriptors” he says, “we find this employed by Darwin, Darwin 
wrote that ‘natural selection is daily and hourly scrutinizing every 
variation, rejecting that which is bad, preserving all that is good, 
working insensibly for the improvement of each organic being’. 
Darwin was aware of this metaphorical usage and said its difficult to 
avoid personifying nature.” There is more in the lecture, but this 
amount suffices for our purpose. 

The reader will now have been sufficiently primed about the 
precise nature of the naturalist scam to be unravelled in the rest of 
this book insh@ Allah. 

The above citation shows that it is impossible to speak of creation 
except with the language of design, purpose, intent and wisdom. 
This is because science itself is a design payoff, and the entire 
scientific enterprise finds its justification on the basis that there is 
order, regularity, design and purpose in what is being studied. This is 
neurally embedded in the subconscious mind and is inevitably and 
unsecapably expressed in language. Okasha makes the interesting 
remark that “attributions of agency presuppose a ‘unity of purpose’.” 
Meaning, when agency is attributed to the evolutionary process, a 
grand purpose has been presupposed. What is going here is that 
elements of the fitrah (innate disposition) that have remained intact 
are coming through and being expressed in the form of truths, save 
that the utterer can often remain blind to the implied reality of what 
is being said, because of the corruption that has altered the fitrah on 
account of speculations, conjections and whims. 

Yes, there is a grand unified purpose, and it is not in vain: 

gagyi T Gal adil thee ASAE all ties 

“Did you think that We had created you in play (without any 
purpose), and that you would not be brought back to Us?” (23:115). 

There is a maker who created life with knowledge, precision and 
wisdom. And Ibn al-Qayyim said of it: “He combines the objectives of 
His actions and the wisdom of His creation and command into a 
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single objective, the ultimate objective, which is to establish the true 
divinity, with all [alleged] divinities besides it being futile and 
impossible.” Thus, the divinities that the Naturalists ascribe to 
“nature”— whether the primitives who went on to worship nature 
or the arrogant, sophisticated moderns of our time who cannot 
escape ascribing divine attributes to nature and resort to sophistry 
and cryptology as a means of concealing it—are all false divinities. 
Allah the Exalted said: 


(5a AS 48S ind OS Uber gill Gi JÓ 

“He (Moses) said, ‘Our Lord is He who gave each thing its form 
and then guided [as to its pursuits and modes of activity]’.” (20:50). 
The Qur’anic exegetes explain that the guidance referred to here is 
with respect to the degree of awareness [of meaning] and reason 
required and suited for each form of biological life to pursue its 
beneficial interests.“ Each creature is “guided to its form of mating, 
reproduction, food, drink and abode.”” Each is programmed with its 
own instinct and behaviour. 


piás pai fais Wie, alas tle Yo A J 2115 os Ls 
“And there is no creature on [or within] the earth or bird that 
flies with its wings except [that they are] communities like you.” 

(6:38). 

Le (oles oá poling athe Ue oie oh whe’ old Ga 2515 US GI iii 
Soot sigh OS Ue alt &y Lág be Ai Gis i Ue oh oå ad old, 
“Allah has created every [living] creature from water. And of 
them are those that move on their bellies, and of them are those that 
walk on two legs, and of them are those that walk on four. Allah 


creates what He wills. Indeed, Allah is over all things competent.” 
(24:45). 


s Shif al-‘Alil. Beirut: Dar Kuutb al-‘Ilmiyyah. 2nd edition. p. 385. 
* Refer to the explanations of al-Tabari, al-Sa‘di, al-Baghawi. 
“7 As related by al-Tabart in his tafsir from Ibn ‘Abbas. 
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“And in your creation, and what He scattered (through the earth) 
of moving (living) creatures are signs for people who have Faith with 
certainty.” (45:4). 

Humans have been placed above all creatures and given the best 
of form, language and reason. All creatures have communities. They 
have their own forms of communication. And they have degrees of 
“awareness” and “reason” suited to their form and function. 

The naturalist scam is exposed in the simplest of ways in the 
Qur'an with the power of stupefying reason: 

ogs TÍ BLAS Ý aS BLES ya 

“Is one who creates like one who does not create? So will you not 
be reminded?” (16:17). Are these arrogant disbelievers and their 
worshipped deities, who are unable to create even a fly through 
knowledge, intelligent design, careful selection, screening and choosing with 
an obvious end-goal in mind—like the one who creates in reality and in 
truth? 

And another truth: 

ail ahil 55 GIS J pli Wi 

“Should not He Who has created know? And He is the Subtle, the 
Acquainted. ” (67:14). Knowledge and creation are binding as Nita 
Sahei and other origin-of-life researchers know full well. A challenge 
is thrown: 


llä cf alll O93 yo Gg b55 Goll U A lyti he oa Lull LZ G 
AI lga gf GGS 

“O people, an example is presented, so listen to it. Indeed, those 
you invoke besides Allah will never create [as much as] a fly, even if 
they gathered together for that purpose.” (22:73). With all the 
advances in genetics and biotechnology and millions of sharp minds, 
they are unable. 

The arrogant, disputive nature of man is exposed: 


Cush ama gå 1515 akhi oa SEES GT ELY 55 ali 
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“Does not man see that we have created him from semen-drops 
(nutfah). Yet behold! He (stands forth) as an open disputant.” (36:77) 

Created from a mere sperm-drop, of lowly, humble origins, 
expelled from one private part, and pushed at birth from another, 
this man becomes an open disputant, is unjustifiabley arrogant and 
ungrateful. 

Returning back to the nature of the scam: 

The naturalist atheist religious statement of creed, “creation in the 
absence of choice with intent” or “nature as an able, knowing, willing, 
purposeful creator” is buried, concealed and camouflaged with 
multiple layers of cryptic terminology and doublespeak within a 
philosophically asserted materialist paradigm of scientific enquiry.” 
Darwinism—and any subsequent rendition thereof including the 
modern synthesis, the extended synthesis, “the third way” and 
whatever else might come in the future—has been deductively 
argued from prior philosophical and theoretical convictions in 
naturalism and materialism and are not argued on the merits of 
genuine, unbiased, neutral scientific inquiry and the strict standards 
of its methods alone. 

Since rejection of choice with intent necessitates explanation 
through blind, random, undirected processes, the only alternative is 
to assert gradual accumulation of systematic, sequential changes in 
primitive life forms leading to complex life forms. You have no other 
choice. This belief would have to appear at some point in history 
upon the tongue or by the pen of some character. It was just a matter 
of time before this was articulated. Darwin was that character. And 
naturalists and atheists finally found a means for intellectually 
fulfilling self-delusion. 

To grasp its reality, this scenario will make it clear: 

Some crash survivors are stranded on an island. They find an 
open beach and write “save our souls” in the sand by laying down 


4 Rarely, some atheists make frank admissions of the underlying 
psychology at work. From them is Richard Lewontin, an evolutionary 
biologist, who is cited later in this work. 
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branches, leaves and coconuts. An airplane goes past and notices the 
message. They try to figure out how it could have got there. They 
know that speculating that a sudden whirlwind led to the immediate 
chance and spontaneous creation of the message would be too far 
fetched and statistically impossible. So instead, they assert that the 
combined forces of the wind, sea and random events, led, over time, 
to the gradual appearance of the message. They then devise maths 
equations and statistical analyses to see if such an outcome is 
feasible. Their computer software—through the input of ocean 
waves, wind speed and direction, coconut shape and size, branch and 
leaf dynamics—affirms that their predetermined end goal—a 
meaningful message with a call to action—is feasible. The ability of 
“natural selection” to create information and give the illusion of 
design by acting upon variations in sand, coconuts, branches and 
leaves has now been confirmed and “evolution” is a fact. Explanation 
through intelligent design—some survivors must have intelligently 
placed the message through choice with intent—is scoffed at. New 
sciences emerge: coconology, sandology, evolutionary windology, “coco- 
sando”, population coconetics, naturalized windo-teleonomy and so on. 
These sciences are used to support the core belief—the illusion of 
design—by logically unsound metaphysical interpretations of observed 
and undisputed facts about sand, coconuts and ocean and wind 
dynamics. The fact of evolution is now a bygone conclusion. 

Then messages appear on beaches in different parts of the island, 
far away from each other. “Help”, “SOS”, “Stranded” can be found. 
The researchers reason that the same natural forces that explained 
the first message can be used to explain these messages as well. They 
invent labels for this process, parallel evolution, or convergence. 
They argue that the same selection pressures were found in both 
environments, and led to similar outcomes. 

Then on a long stretch of beach in another part of the island, they 
find a series of messages that are separated from each other by a 
distance but work together as a single message. “Shipwrecked and 
stranded”, “need food, SOS”, “have sick and wounded, help”, “come 
south east”, “help”. The investigators reason that these individual 
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messages were intended to work together and so they call it 
complimentary coevolution. Natural forces led to complimentary 
instructions, without purpose and design of course. By now, the 
empirical data is showing that the messages are all written in the 
same language, use the same token-symbol system (alphabet), and 
have similar sequences in different places such as “stranded”, “SOS” 
and “help”, thus, the messages have coconetic similarities. However, 
another observation is made. It appears that the messages are 
crafted in such a way so as to resemble various font types. Some are 
are in sans and others are in serif. 

Phylococonetic analysis [a study of the inferred evolutionary 
relationships between the messages through the field of coconetics— 
that is: how coconut sequences in the message affect physical form] 
demonstrates a connection between the existence of a certain word 
in the message and the morphological features [font type] of the 
message. A branched tree emerges from the data. All of this proves 
unequivocally that evolution took place through the forces of nature 
and random variations. Common ancestry and evolution is now a 
fact. The evidence is undeniable. Numerous other fields of 
knowledge are devised to study this natural phenomena in more 
detail to provide additional intellectual fulfillment to sagacious 
believers. The combined knowledge and evidence from all these 
fields validate the synthesis which is only denied by the “wicked”. 

A very elaborate intellectual, academic, scientific ring-fence is 
put around this doctrine after it has been imposed and taught in 
schools, colleges, universities and institutions. Dissenters, apostates 
and heretical innovators are outcast, stripped of their jobs and 
livelihood. Large numbers just go with the flow to protect livelihood 
and liberty and cower under this new intellectual authority. 

The activities of all naturalist, atheist evolutionists are to be seen 
as an ongoing attempt to convince people of completely naturalistic 
explanations—absent choice with intent—for the appearance of the 
messages, hoping that one day, the mechanism will be cracked and 
empirically demonstrated despite the fact that decades of laboratory 
tests with sand, coconuts, leaves, twigs and a wind-machine have 
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failed to generate such a message, or create a novel message from a 
pre-existing one. In the meanwhile, they continue to deceive others 
about the reality of their religious, naturalist beliefs through the use 
of broad, catch-all language such as: 

“Evolution of messages is a fact.” 

“Observed similarity of sequences is proof of common ancestry.” 

“Phylococonetics has proven evolutionary relationships between 
the messages, hence evolution is a fact.” 

“Message body-plans have clearly observed similarities.” 

“Variation in coconut alleles over the generations of coconuts 
making up the messages is observed, hence evolution is a fact.” 

“Its about time that all faiths accepted evolution, the evidence is 
just so overwhelming.” 

The above master analogy presented here very quickly—though 
rattled and aggrieved evolutionists may come back and throw 
stones—is in fact a close enough and accurate portrayal of exactly 
what they are up to. 

This book is a modest effort in trying to simplify the naturalist, 
atheistic religious doctrine so that its reality can be unmasked and 
understood by layman and learned alike, by Allah’s permission. 


Abu ‘lyad Amjad Rafiq 
10 Jumada al-Awwal 1438 / 7 February 2017 


@abuiyaad | aboutatheism.net | 38 


A MUSLIM’S GUIDE TO NATURALISM, EVOLUTION AND ATHEISM 


2. Key Tactics of the Naturalist Atheists 


There are a number of high-level operational tactics employed by 
atheist evolutionists. We will mention three main ones here: 


First: The deliberate, calculated separation between: 

a) the origin of life, termed abiogenesis. This refers to the process 
of biological life arising from non-living matter which violates the 
law of biogenesis, [life only ever arises from life], which has never 
been proven false to date,” and 

b) the process of evolution after biological life has appeared. 

Atheists treat them as two different non-related fields pretending 
as if the scientific status of the first has no impact upon the scientific 
status of the second. 

This is because evolutionary theory rests upon the unproven 
assumption that encoded information, then biological life arose from 
inert inorganic molecules through purely physico-chemical 
processes. 

Put another way, they require a miracle upon which their 
naturalist storytelling can be embarked upon. Without this miracle— 
the appearance of encoded information followed by a self-replicating 
cell—the wagon does not move and remains stuck in the warm 
muddy pond. Hence, their response: “Abiogenesis isn’t part of the 
theory of evolution anyway.” 

The two fields are inseparable and the scientific status of the first 
affects the scientific status of the second because the first is an 
unproven assumption of the second. 

The first self-replicating cell must have as much digital, 
communications, engineering and data storage sophistication as 
cells today in order for all future alleged “mutation” and “selection” 


® No scientific refutation of the law of biogenesis has been embarked 
upon to date. If there have been attempts of which we are unaware, they 
have failed. Many objections have been made by evolutionists and atheists 
about asserting that life only coming from life being a law, but they are of 
zero empirical value. 
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evolutionary processes to take place leading to the gradual increase 
of prescriptive information and biological complexity and diversity. 

Using mutation and natural selection to account for the arrival of 
the first self-replicating cell is not possible because these processes 
cannot kick in unless there is something to “mutate” and “select” for 
which is the first self-replication cell. Hence, sagacious believers 
require a tremendous amount of faith in a miracle of astounding 
proportions which violates physico-chemistry and natural law.” 

The question would also arise as to whether life originated more 
than once. Since we are dealing with the micro-level scale, then 
relatively large areas (such as warm ponds, oceans and large rock 
surfaces) must have experienced the same circumstances and made 
multiple origins of biological life possible. This is a question that 
plagues evolutionists and atheists and it is amusing to see how they 
address this matter. We find articles in the New Scientist magazine: 
“Life may have emerged not once, but many times on Earth” with the 
subtitle: “Far from being a miracle that happened just once in 4 
billion years, life’s beginnings could have been so commonplace that 
it began many times over”” Years earlier, another article, “Why 
complex life probably evolved only once”.” They also speculate that 
there may have been as much as ten different separate origins of 
life—each of which would have its own peculiar system—but only 
one survived. One can refer to the paper “Multiple origins of life”™® by 
way of example wherein the authors present this conjecture on the 
basis of mathematical models—the same scam used in modern 
cosmology wherein the existence of imaginary forces, particles and 


°° Francis Crick, the atheist and molecular biologist who codiscovered 
the structure of DNA wrote in a 1981 book: “An honest man, armed with all 
the knowledge available to us now, could only state that in some sense, the 
origin of life appears at the moment to be almost a miracle, so many are the 
conditions which would have had to have been satisfied to get it going.” 
Life Itself: Its Origin and Nature. New York: Simon & Schuster. 1981. p. 88. 

` https://www.newscientist.com, 17 August, 2016. 

5” Ibid. 21 October, 2010. 

5 Raup, D.M. & Valentine, J.W. Multiple origins of life. Proc. Natt Acad. Sci. 
Vol. 80; pp. 2981-2984, May 1983. 
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fields which just happen to patch and save their empirically and 
observationally falsified cosmological models is made possible 
through mathematical models and equations. They literally write 
imaginary entities into existence. 

In accordance with the principle of proof being commensurate 
with the claim, in order to argue for their religion—upon the strict 
standards of the scientific method—then observable, repeatable and 
testable empirical evidence must be shown in which random events, 
physico-chemistry or the laws of nature—lacking choice with 
intent—are able to produce a self-replicating cell, complete with its 
information, communications and engineering architecture. The 
proof must be commensurate with the claim. Merely showing that 
amino-acids or small peptides can be produced within controlled 
laboratory conditions and then extrapolating from the results is not 
allowed because the proof is not commensurate with the claim and 
does not meet scientific standards. Conjectures about metabolism- 
first, RNA-first, lipid-first scenarios do not amount to empirical 
evidence, as they are mere conjectures and storytelling exercises. 

Sagacious evolutionary clergymen are masters of extrapolation. 
To extrapolate means: To project beyond the range of known values 
on the basis of values already determined; to infer a possibility 
beyond the strict evidence of a series of facts, events, observations, 
and so on. Evidences for abiogenesis and neo-Darwinian evolution 
employ extrapolation and do not meet the standards of empirical 
science which include observation, testability and repeatability. 

When pressed for satisfactory answers in this topic of the origin 
of life and knowing that humanity does not possess the knowledge, 
ingenuity and skill to general life, atheists like Richard Dawkins are 
forced to seek refuge in the possibility that advanced intelligent 
aliens seeded life on Earth, but then beg the question by claiming 
that these aliens must themselves have come about through some 
type of Darwinian evolution, thus only pushing the problem one step 
back and not answering the question in substance at all. At the end 
of the documentary “Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed”, Dawkins is 
asked by Ben Stein to explain the origin of life. His hypothetical 
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answer (emphasis added): “...I suppose it’s possible that you might 
find evidence for that if you look at the details of our chemistry, 
molecular biology, you might find a signature of some sort of 
designer, and that designer could well be a higher intelligence from 
elsewhere in the universe. But that higher intelligence would itself 
have had to have come about by some explicable, or ultimately 
explicable, process. It couldn’t have just jumped into existence 
spontaneously. That’s the point.”” 

This reveals that atheists inwardly know that biological life is 
designed and that the inference to design is compelling, especially in 
light of ongoing advancements in the fields of molecular biology, 
systems biology, genetics, biosemiotics and the various in-built, pre- 
engineered adaptive mechanisms exhibited by organisms.” 

The significance of this point can not be overlooked because of 
the implication. Let us spell it out: All attempts to play with the basic 
ingredients of life (amino-acids, lipids, minerals and so on) in 
laboratory settings to generate the most rudimentary biological 
molecules through the use of “careful selection” and “intelligent 
design” have failed and show the impossibility of the task. This only 
leaves two possibilities: 


* Stein, B. & Miller, K. Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed. (Premise Media). 
2008. 

5 The evolutionist, theoretical physicist, and cosmologist and professor 
at Arizona State University, Paul Davies, writing in New Scientist, said, “One 
of the great outstanding scientific mysteries is the origin of life. How did it 
happen?...The truth is, nobody has a clue.” New Scientist, 192[2578]:35, 
November 18, 2006. 

And Richard Dawkins stated in an interview regarding the origin of life, 
“Nobody knows how it got started. We know the kind of event that it must 
have been. We know the sort of event that must have happened for the 
origin of life. It was the origin of the first self-replicating molecule.” The 
interviewer, Ben Stein asked, “Right. And how did that happen?” Dawkins 
replied, “I’ve told you. We don’t know.” Stein then said, “So, you have no 
idea how it started?” Dawkins replied, “No. Nor has anybody.” Stein, B. & 
Miller, K. Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed. (Premise Media). 2008. 
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a) to have faith that the laws of nature can still generate 
biological life in the absence of choice with intent or knowledge, 
will, power and purpose—after having acknowledged that all human 
endeavours to do so with knowledge, intent, power and the use of all 
industrial and technical know-how have failed abysmally. 

b) to have faith that agency involving attributes of knowledge, 
will, power, and wisdom must be behind biological life—with the 
empirical proof that human endeavours to do so with knowledge, 
intent, power, purpose and the use of all industrial and technical 
know-how have failed abysmally. 

However, the two faiths are not the same. The first faith—that of 
the primitive naturalists and atheists opposes intuition, common- 
sense, reason, and even sound conclusions based upon the empirical 
findings of the scientific method of inquiry, as per their own failed 
experiments. The second faith—that of believers is in agreement 
with all that has been mentioned and is thus, warranted. 

Further, just as the atheist and naturalist, in his or her faith that 
the laws of nature must have created life, does not have observable, 
testable, empirical knowledge of how it actually took place, then 
likewise, a believer does not have knowledge of how specifically a 
creating agent created biological life and the precise nature of the 
the agent’s actions. Thus, there are equivalences between the two 
positions from one angle and from another, the position of the 
believer in a creator is superior, rational and justified. 

As such any discussion with any atheist and evolutionist must not 
be embarked upon without full, explicit admission—on behalf of the 
atheist—of the point just made, that he or she is operating on faith 
that is unwarranted. Failure to acknowledge this with evasion or 
rejection is proof of arrogance and following whims and desires. 


Second: And this is the central part of the scam which we have 
alluded to earlier and repeat again due to its importance within the 
whole discussion: To cryptically attribute knowledge, will, intent, 
purpose and wisdom to nature, to material matter, through 
ambiguity, loaded terminology and doublespeak whilst denying it 
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using clear, unambiguous language according to need and 
circumstance. When choice with intent is denied or that knowledge, 
will, power and wisdom are necessary attributes for manifestation of 
creative power is rejected, the only alternative is to confer these 
attributes upon nature. However—as people of sound mind will 
reject this and treat it no differently to the doctrine of the primitives 
of old among the naturalists—the moderns use the power of 
language, cryptology and technical scientific doublespeak to conceal 
this religious doctrine. The primitives were simple, they attributed 
divine attributes to the elements and worshipped them. The 
naturalists of today are sophists, they use sophistry to hide the 
reality of what they say and believe. This is apparent in their 
extremely clever use of technical language in order to confuse and 
deceieve the people. 

This can be observed—by way of a good example—through the 
computer simulation program of Richard Dawkins which aims to 
demonstrate that random mutations and natural selection can work 
together via a non-random process—pay attention to that—to generate 
order out of disorder. 

This is how it is described (emphasis added): 

“The weasel program... is a thought experiment and a variety of 
computer simulations illustrating it. Their aim is to demonstrate 
that the process that drives evolutionary systems—random variation 
combined with non-random cumulative selection—is different from 
pure chance.” 

The key idea Dawkins tried to illustrate is that moving in a single 
step from a random, meaningless sequence of 28 characters to 
something meaningful and comprehensible is extremely unlikely. 
The statisticall odds against it are extremely hight at around 10” to 
1. But in gradual steps, along with “selection” it is not unlikely. To 
put it in practical terms, this is trying to say that to believe a 
hurricane taking component parts in a factory and assembling them 
into a finished Boeing 747 within a single step is impossible. 


* From the Wikipedia entry for “Weasel Program”. 
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However, in gradual steps—with “non-random selection”—over very 
long time periods it can be shown to be plausible and likely, 
especially with the power of “non-random cumulative selection”. 

Thus, if a certain number of the characters in the sequence are 
randomly substituted in a first step, they can be blindly and 
purposelessly selected (chosen), meaning preserved, if their position 
in the sequence matches the position in a known, previously chosen, 
meaningful sentence, in this case “Methinks it is like a weasel”, a line 
from Shakespeare’s Hamlet, which is the intended goal. The process 
is repeated wherein one, two or three letters are randomly 
substituted by other letters in each step and if there is a match with 
the known end-goal the substitution is “selected”, meaning kept and 
fixed to be passed on to the next generation. In this gradual, step by 
step fashion, arriving at the intended goal is not as statistically 
unlikely any more. Dawkins already knew the goal in advance and 
kept mutations only if they became closer to that goal.” 

Here is the relevant data from the simulation: 


Generation 01: WDLTMNLT DTJBKWIRZREZLMQCO P 
Generation 02: WDLTMNLT DTJBSWIRZREZLMQCO P 
Generation 10: MDLDMNLS ITJISWHRZREZ MECS P 
Generation 20: MELDINLS IT ISWPRKE Z WECSEL 
MI 
MI 


Generation 30: METHINGS IT ISWLIKE B WECSEL 
Generation 40: METHINKS IT IS LIKE WEASEL 
Generation 43: METHINKS T S LIKE A WEASEL 


There are many technical critiques of this experiment and it is 
important not to get distracted by them and miss the most crucial 
point which is to understand the religiously-motivated agenda 
behind it and the root psychology in operation. Basically, Dawkins 
exhibited the same behavioural attributes that he wishes to project 
onto nature or natural selection. This is the virulent “agential 


5% Keep in mind that according to the evolutionists, nature does not have 
any goal, it is the blind watchmaker and does not have any purpose in 
mind. All of this is play with words and making fools of people. 
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thinking” we spoke of previously which plagues the minds of 
evolutionary biologists. 

Knowing that physico-chemistry and randomnesss alone cannot 
account for the sudden or even gradual appearance of biological life, 
and knowing that a known end-goal must exist, Dawkins and his co- 
religionists conceal intelligence and goal-direction within cryptic 
terms such as non-random cumulative selection. In other words, 
they hide choice with intent through cryptology, because that is how 
they arrived at the sentence “Methinks it is like a weasel”—through 
nothing but choice with intent—with an end-goal in mind and the 
use of intelligent selection. They brought it in through the back door 
and camouflaged it with cryptic terms. Through this, they are trying 
to convince their audiences to accept the least absurd of two absurd 
claims. The first being spontaneous creation through a sudden gust 
of random, blind, undirected forces and the second being gradual 
creation over time in small incremental steps by the same forces 
acting blindly, without purpose, direction and end-goals. However, 
since an end-goal must exist for anything meaningful to be 
produced—and they cannot show that an end-goal exists otherwise 
their naturalist scam clothed in the garb of science is exposed—they 
used cryptic terms to conceal the hidden elements of intelligent 
selection, steering, goal direction and teleology which they have 
entered through the back door. Thus, they speak of “non-random 
cumulative selection”, an encryption of “intelligent or careful 
selection” exactly what the computer simulation was programmed 
to do. 

It is worthy to remind here of the statement of Nita Sahei, 
professor and origins-of-life researcher, whom we quoted from 
earlier from her presentation at Case Western Reserve University. In 
showing her frustration with failed experiments when trying to 
coordinate the chemical ingredients that produce life, Nita let it slip 
that they “need to use intelligent...”, then she quickly corrected 
herself and said, “... not intelligent design”. Seeing she was stuck and 
hesitating, another professor in the audience helped her out and 
said, “careful selection”. Nita then rephrased her sentence and said 
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“we need to carefully select... based on our knowledge” which in 
substance is no different to saying we need to “intelligently design”. 
These are word games that are played and on occasions you will see 
them catching themselves out. 

The same analogy applies to what they are doing with “the 
evolutionary process”. They know that for evolution to work 
through the mechanisms they are suggesting, there have to be end- 
goals, purposes and targets. In the language they use in their 
research, descriptions and analyses—as indicated in the lecture of 
Samir Okasha at London’s Royal Society cited earlier—they are 
unable to escape “agential thinking” by attributing powers, goals, 
purposes, designs to nature and natural selection. Sometimes this is 
blatant because it is inescapable, other times it is through cryptic 
language and at other times they make express denial. 

The writings and statements of all neo-Darwinists inclusive of 
scientific reporting and publishing should be scrutinized for the use 
of this type of cryptic terminology in the discussion of mechanisms 
because it is an integral part of how they construct arguments and 
make their conjectural, speculative, belief(s) appear factual. The 
erudite Muslim scholar Ibn al-Qayyim exposed the scam over seven 
centuries ago and it merits some attention in the next chapter. 


Third: Evolutionists make tactical zone changes when arguing for 
their religious beliefs. Memorize the following categorisation as it 
will prove useful later when we look at how sagacious believers 
construct arguments for their religious dogma. 

a) The empirical zone: This is where we deal with facts and 
empirical observations. 

b) The twighlight zone: This is a conceptual area characterized by 
being undefined, intermediate, or mysterious. Basically, it is seeking 
refuge in ambiguity, the enemy of scientific inquiry which functions 
upon specificity and complete absence of ambiguity. In this zone, we 
find the use of ambiguous catch-all definitions and mischaracterising 
what the theory of evolution actually is. 
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c) The fallacy zone: This is where we are dealing with fallacious 
reasoning. This is routine in the construction of arguments using 
empirical data wherein the scientific method—[observable, testable, 
falsifiable]|—and logical reasoning is violated. 

In discussions and debates, the evolutionist freely moves between 
zones. At times he can be in two or all three zones at the same time. 
Herein lies the secret to deciphering the statements and writings of 
evolutionist sagacious believers and deconstructing their religiousu 
doctrines. Mark these words well. 

In practical sessions later in this work, we will grab and restrain 
evolutionists who operate within one of the zones and then ground 
and pound them with empirical facts and sound reason, not letting 
them flee into any other zone, or bob in and out of zones, until we 
are done. Scenarios will be provided for training and comprehension 
purposes insha Allah. 
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3. Ibn al-Qayyim and a Naturalist’s Self-Dialogue 


In the preceding chapters we focused upon the saying of the 
evolutionists at the highest conceptual level. The naturalists and 
atheist evolutionists cryptically conceal their attribution of “choice 
with intent” or “will, power and wisdom” to nature—implicitly or 
explicitly—through the clever use of language (choice of words) and 
creative definitions of terms. They are effectively trying to bridge 
the gap between a) the randomness of physico-chemical interactions 
[which is what they have reduced creation to upon prior conviction 
in materialism and naturalism] and which is not sufficient to explain 
the origin of biological life and the great diversity therein and b) 
purposefulness, goal-orientation, final-causes and so on, which are 
empirically proven to exist, indicating a world of teleology [having 
purposes, ends and wisdoms]. They have philosophically and religiously 
dismissed teleology from the outset, through mere definition—a sign 
of pure sophistry and arrogation—even though it is impossible for 
them not to use language that presupposes teleology as we have 
demonstrated in the previous chapters. 

Then they take empirical observations which show: 

a) that biological organisms possess a pre-configured and in-built 
capacity for adaptation in response to environmental stimuli—there 
is noting within this that supports their naturalist religion, 

b) that gene frequencies in populations change over generations, 
no controversy there at all—there is nothing within this that 
supports their materialist religion, 

c) that changes in genetic information [via mutations] or 
biochemical pathways in organisms can be achieved in laboratory 
settings by investigator-induced interventions that are not random, 
but purposeful, by design with desired outcomes. 

Then, through extrapolation, they inject their naturalists beliefs 
into interpretations of the data that do not meet the standards of 
scientific reasoning. 

Basically, they have developed a complex layer of smoke and 
mirrors in between empirical observations and their naturalist 
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atheist beliefs, the aim of which is to prevent anyone from grasping, 
at the simplest conceptual level, what they are really saying. What 
they are really saying is that nature creates through foreknowledge, 
intent, power and purpose. They differ from the primitives in that 
the primitives explicitly gave divine qualities to nature and 
worshipped it. However, they, the moderns, use sophistry to hide 
their attribution of divine attributes to nature. While they extol and 
eulogize nature and natural selection in their writings they do not 
offer physical devotion to it as do the primitives. 

In his work Dar Miftah al-Sa‘adah, Ibn al-Qayyim (d. 1350) shares a 
wide range of reflections upon natural phenomena and creatures of 
various kinds. In a chapter pertaining to self-reflection, he directs 
the reader to ponder over his physical constitution and to discover 
how every limb and organ is perfectly suited to serve its purpose and 
the various wisdoms therein.” Then he addresses the claims of the 
naturalists. He says: 


“Tt is as if I am with you, O pauper, whilst you say: ‘All of this is 
the work of nature, and within nature are wonders and secrets.’ Had 
Allah desired to guide you, you would have questioned your soul and 
said: ‘Inform me about this nature. Is it a standalone essence (dhat 
qa@imah binafsiha) possessing the knowledge and power to perform 
these amazing works? Or is not so? [Or] rather, it is an accidental 
attribute (‘arad) established as a property [of matter], following on 
from it and being carried by it?’ 

If your soul says to you: ‘It is a standalone essence possessing 
complete knowledge (‘ilm), power (qudrah), will (ira@dah) and wisdom 
(hikmah).’ Then say to it: ‘This is the Creator, the Maker, the 
Fashioner. So why have you called it nature?... If only you named Him 
with what He named himself upon the tongues of His Messengers 
and entered the ranks of the fortunate intelligent ones. For the 
attribute with which you have described nature is His attribute.’ 

And if it says to you: ‘Rather, nature is an accidental attribute in 
need of [an essence] which carries it, and all [that we see] is its 
handiwork, performed in the absence of knowledge, will, power and 


58 Miftah Dar al-Sa‘adah. Dar Ibn ‘Affan (1996), 2/194-198. 
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awareness. And such is witnessed of its effects that is witnessed!’ 
Then say to it: ‘This is not believed by a person of sound intellect. 
How can these amazing, precise actions that render the intellects of 
intelligent people unable to grasp them and unable to produce them 
emanate from one that has no power, no wisdom and no awareness? 
And is not believing the likes of this but entering the ranks of the 
mad and the diseased [of chest]?’ 

Thereafter say to it: ‘If what you had said was proven, it is known 
that this accidental attribute [which you have called nature] is not its 
own creator and nor its own originator. Who then is its lord, 
originator and creator? Who gave its inherent properties and made 
it do that? This, then, is the most evident of evidences for its maker 
and originator and the perfection of His power, knowledge and 
wisdom.’ 

If we were to prosecute you by returning to [the law of] nature 
[itself], we would have shown you that you have departed from what 
it necessitates. Thus, you are not [in agreement] with what intellect 
necessitates, nor innate disposition, nor nature and not even 
humanity itself, fundamentally. Sufficient as ignorance and 
misguidance is that for you. 

If you returned to reason and said: ‘No wisdom is found but from 
a wise, able, knowing being, and there is no skilful administration 
but from an able, choosing, controlling maker, knowledgeable of 
what he wants, capable of it without it being difficult for him, or 
rendering him unable and fatigued.’ It would be said to you: ‘If you 
have affirmed—woe be to you—the Mighty Creator besides whom 
there is no deity worthy of worship and no Lord other than him, 
then leave alone naming him with ‘nature’ (tabrah) or ‘active 
intellect’ (al-‘aql al-fa“al) or ‘self-necessitating’ (mūjib bidhatihi). And 
say [instead]: ‘This is Allah, the Creator, Maker, Fashioner, Lord of 
the Worlds, Maintainer of the Heavens and Earth, Lord of the Easts 
and Wests, the one who made good all that He created and perfected 
all things.’ So why have you rejected His names and attributes, nay 
His very essence? And you have ascribed His handiwork and creation 
to others, despite that you are compelled to affirm His [existence] 
and to ascribe creation, lordship and regulation to Him without 
escape. So all praise is due to Allah, Lord of the Worlds. 
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Futher, if you reflected upon your statement ‘nature’ and the 
meaning of this word, it would direct you to the Creator and Maker 
just as intellects direct to Him. This is because ‘nature’ (tabrah) is of 
the morphological noun-form falah, which has the meaning of 
mafūlah, meaning that which has been moulded, imprinted. It does 
not carry any other meaning besides this at all. This is because it is 
upon the morphological form taken by ingrained traits (ghard’iz) 
which have been built into bodies and have been placed in them. 
Such words as sajiyyah, gharizah, bahirah, saliqah [terms referring to 
inborn traits and dispositions] and tabrah (nature). Thus, these are 
the [traits] with which they are moulded and which are imprinted in 
them. 

And Muslims say: ‘Nature’ is simply a creation from the 
creation(s) of Allah that has been implanted [within things] and 
subjected [for purposes]. It is the law (sunnah) of Allah upon which 
He made His creation to operate. Thereafter, He governs it however 
He wills and as He wills. Thus, he may divest it of its effect when He 
wishes and turn it to an opposite [effect] when He wills in order to 
show His servants that He alone is the Maker and Fashioner and that 
He creates whatever He wills, as He wills: 

6868 o$ Jais of GLE IGT 1S) shal Lal] 

‘Verily, His Command, when He intends a thing, is only that He 
says to it, Be! and it is!’ (36:82). 

The limit, in ‘nature’, of the vision of bats is but a creation from 
His creation(s), similar to all His other creations. How is it befitting 
then for one who has a share of humanity or reason to forget the one 
who created it and gave it its nature and then ascribe its origination 
and manufacture to itself?!” 


From the above the following benefits are taken: 


1. When naturalists and atheists use the word “nature”, then it 


must be clarified exactly what is meant. This word can refer to a 
standalone entity, meaning, something having its own essence that 
distinguishes it from other physical essences such that it can be 
pointed to, just like any object can be pointed to. If this is what the 
naturalist, atheist means—and this we know not to be the case—then 
it would be said in this instance that this is none but the Maker and 
Creator, you have just given His names to other than Him. He has a 
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true, real existence, outside of the mind, in external reality, save that 
He cannot be seen in this life, though the effects and traces (athar) of 
His names, attributes and actions are readily observed and studied.” 
So if you assert that “nature” is a standalone entity, then you have 
simply named the creator by other than His actual name. 

2. If however, by “nature”—and this is the actual case with the 
naturalists— you refer to a quality or property present in essences, 
in physical, material matter, and assert that everything which is 
observed in creation is but the work of this accidental property of 
matter and that such work is done without knowledge, awareness, 
wisdom and power, then this is the statement of the insane who are 
absent of rationality and have lost their minds and intellects. 

This is the actual statement of doctrine of the modern naturalists 
and atheists, save that they present this belief with levels of cunning, 
sophistication, complexity, ambiguity and linguistic ingenuity that 
surpasses that of the primitives by a great deal. Earlier in this work 
we cited from Samir Okasha, presenting at the November 2016 “New 
Trends In Evolutionary Biology” conference at London’s prestigious 
Royal Society, wherein he speaks about the “agential thinking” that 
is strikingly present in evolutionary biology and almost inescapable. 
By “agential thinking” he means that nature, natural selection and 
biological entities are spoken of as agents, within a teleological and 
psychological framework. He made the interesting remark that 
“attributions of agency presuppose a ‘unity of purpose’.” In other words, 
by employing such way of thinking and the language that necessary 
follows, evolutionary biologists presuppose a unity of purpose, a 


» One should note that scientists—especially in cosmology--routinely 
invent unobservable and undetectable forces, fields and particles in an ad 
hoc manner to patch up flaws in their theories. Then, they hypothesize— 
having assumed the existence of what they imagined—about the detectable 
effects that should be exhibited by these forces, fields and particles. Then 
they devise experiments to detect these effects. This is belief in the unseen 
through what is seen. This line of argument and reasoning is no different to 
arguing that an unseen Creator exists and that signs of His existence should 
be detectable. The observable phenomena are clear signs of His attributes 
and thus His essence and thus belief is justified and warranted. 
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grand design, an architecture. This clashes directly with their 
religious, philosophical naturalistic beliefs. 

This shows that naturalists, atheists and evolutionists are unable 
to escape teleological language because the design inference is 
automatic, subconscious and hard-wired. It is unavoidable. Even 
when naturalists and atheists assert their absurd religious beliefs, 
they are unable to speak with language that is consistent with their 
beliefs. 

3. “Nature” then is endowed upon matter. Nature did not and does 
not create itself. Accidental attributes do not create themselves nor 
the matter in which they reside and manifest. Rather, the properties 
and qualities of matter, the intertwined systems of cause and effect, 
all of them have been placed by an originator and maker with 
knowledge, will, power and wisdom. Ibn al-Qayyim sarcastically jibes 
at the naturalist by saying that if he was to be judged and tried by 
the laws of nature, the laws of nature would convict him and his 
absurd claim because the laws of nature demonstrate the very 
opposite of his claim. Thus, such a person is not in agreement with 
reason or with nature. Nature, Mother Nature and Natural Selection [in 
the way that evolutionists intend it] are pretty much equivalent 
within the context of our discussion. Whereas the primitives speak 
of Mother Nature as a living deity and worship it, the modern sophists 
speak of Natural Selection as the “blind watchmaker”, injecting 
agency into it—to use the words of Samir Okasha—but concealing it 
with deceptive language so that they are not put on a par with the 
primitives. 

4, Ibn al-Qayyim discussed the linguistic meaning of the word 
“nature” with respect to morphology [of the Arabic language]. The 
essence of which is that it carries no other meaning except that 
which is implanted within a thing of traits, features and qualities. 
Thus, by definition, ‘nature’ does not create, but is itself created. It 
has no power in its own right, but is implanted and endued with 
powers and strengths. Essences and elements have beene given their 
own unique properties which—through cause-effect mechanisms 
and intertwined systems—are able to manifest creative power, whilst 
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having no creative power as single essences or entities. “Nature” has 
no volition or will of itself, but behaves in accordance with the 
volition and will of an external agent. “Nature” does not have any 
goal-direction, purposes or end-objectives as a conscious entity, but 
there is goal-direction and purpose within it because it has been 
placed there. 

5. Finally, Ibn al-Qayyim mentions the Muslim belief in this 
regard. Muslims believe that the nature and its laws are a creation 
amongst the creations of Allah. The universe operates through them 
and never violates them as they are the laws of Allah, except as He 
wills, for He can change and overturn these laws at will. 

Every empirically confirmed, unbiased, neutral, non-theory 
laden, purely materialistic explanation of cause-effect mechanisms is 
accepted by Muslims by default since all causes (asbab) and effects 
(musabbabat) are tied together and made law-like through an 
external agent (musabbib) possessing will, knowledge and power by 
necessity, to whom independent creative power is assigned. 

Thus, the language of Muslims used in describing nature and 
phenomena is consistent with their beliefs. As for the naturalists, it 
is impossible for them to honestly use language in describing nature 
and phenomena without clashing and contradicting their beliefs, as 
we have established in what has preceded. 
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9. Biological Life and Linguistic Information 


All known functionality in biological life is prescribed and 
controlled through information.” Language(s) and grammar(s) are 
behind biological life. Hubert Yockey, the first person to apply 
information theory to biological systems and also a naturalist, wrote 
(emphasis added): “Information, transcription, translation, code, 
redundancy, synonymous, messenger, editing, and proofreading are 
all appropriate terms in biology. They take their meaning from 
information theory and are not synonyms, metaphors, or 
analogies.””” By negating synonyms, metaphors and analogies, 
Yockey is affirming that biological life is driven by information and 
code in actual reality, in the real sense of the word. It is not an 
analogy or metaphor for computer code or a resemblance. It is in 
actuality, information laden with meaningful, coded instruction. 
Elsewhere Yockey wrote: “...we will resort to illustrating our points 
by reference to the properties of language. It is important to 
understand that we are not reasoning by analogy. The sequence 
hypothesis applies directly to the protein and the genetic text as 
well as to written language and therefore the treatment is 
mathematically identical.”” 


% Refer to Abel, D. The GS (Genetic Selection) Principle. Frontiers in 
Bioscience. January 1, 2009. 14:2959-2969. Refer also to Stegmann, U. E. 
Genetic Information as Instructional Content. Phil of Sci, 72, 425- 443(2005); 
Dose, K. On the origin of biological information. Journal of Biological Physics, 20, 
181-192(1994); Barbieri, M. Biology with information and meaning. History & 
Philosophy of the Life Sciences, 25, 243-254(2004); Yockey, H. P. Information 
Theory and Molecular Biology. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (1992); 
Yockey, H. P. Information theory, evolution and the origin of life. Information 
Sciences, 141, 219-225(2002); Yockey, H. P. Information Theory, Evolution, and 
the Origin of Life. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2005); Wiener, N. 
Cybernetics, its Control and Communication in the Animal and the Machine. New 
York (1948). 

” Yockey, H. P. Information Theory, Evolution and the Origin of Life. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2005) p. 6 

* Yockey, H. P. Self-Organization Origin of Life Scenarios and Information 
Theory. Journal of Theoretical Biology 91 (1981), 16. 
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A body of research now exists dealing with the linguistics and 
grammar of DNA. Some useful papers include: “The linguistics of DNA: 
words, sentences, grammar, phonetics and semantics” published in the 
Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences,” which explains a six- 
level isomorphism denoting similarity in form and relationship 
between human language and cell language.” The author, Professor 
Sungchul Ji, states: “Biologic systems and processes cannot be fully 
accounted for in terms of the principles and laws of physics and 
chemistry alone, but they require in addition the principles of 
semiotics—the science of signs and symbols, including linguistics.” Ji 
continues to explain in his paper that there are 13 characteristics of 
human languages and that DNA shares 10 of those characteristics. 
He also explains how cells are able to edit this language and also 
communicate with other cells using a language he calls “cellese”. 

In “The Linguistics of DNA” David Searls discusses strategies to 
construct “grammars” for genes.’” In his book, “The Grammar of 
Genes: How the Genetic Code Resembles the Linguistic Code”, Angel Lopez- 


”? Ji S. The linguistics of DNA: words, sentences, grammar, phonetics, and 
semantics. Ann N Y Acad Sci. 1999 May 18;870:411-7. 

1 The resemblance is as follows: 1) Alphabet—letters are the same as 
nucleotides, 2) Lexicon—words are the same as codons, 3) Sentence—strings 
of words are the same as gene sequences, 4) Grammar—sentence formation 
rules is the same as laws governing protein folding patterns according to 
sequence, 5) Phonetics—physiologic processes involved in expression of 
sound and voice is the same as expression of genetic information through 
input of free energy 6) Semantics—word and sentence meaning is the same 
as cell processes driven by genes. 

1 Refer to: Searls, David B. The Linguistics of DNA. American Scientist, 
vol. 80, no. 6, 1992, pp. 579-591. Other papers include: Siu-wai Leung Chris 
Mellish Dave Robertson. Basic Gene Grammars and DNA-ChartParser for 
language processing of Escherichia coli promoter DNA sequences. Bioinformatics 
(2001) 17 (3): 226-236; Volker Brendel , Jacques S. Beckmann & Edward N. 
Trifonov. Linguistics of Nucleotide Sequences: Morphology and Comparison of 
Vocabularies. Journal of Biomolecular Structure and Dynamics, Volume 4, 
1986 - Issue 1, pp. 11-21; 
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Garcia describes and outlines “a lot of striking formal resemblances 
the genetic code and the linguistic code hold in common.” 

Following information theory models by Claude Shannon”, 
Werner Gitt proposes five levels to information: The first is purely 
statistical. This means a statistical analysis of the symbols (letters) 
that make up the contents on this page. The second is to do with 
syntax. This refers to the choice of symbols (alphabets, codes) and 
the rules that govern how these symbols are combined to make 
words and how words are placed in sentences. This relates to 
grammar. It relates to structural properties of information. The third 
deals with semantics, which is meaning. It is the message contained 
in the arrangement of symbols that follows rules. The fourth deals 
with prescription or pragmatics. This refers to instruction or 
description of desired actions. The fifth is purpose, or teleology, an 
end-goal, a result, an outcome. Information which has meaning, 
prescription and purpose can never be the product of the “laws of 
nature”. It requires a source and sender which require knowledge 
and will. 

Arrogant atheists have tried to discredit or refute these findings 
by claiming that DNA does not meet requirements for being 
considered a language. However, the research stands against their 
claims. They often misunderstand or misrepresent information and 
language theories—such as Zipfs law and Claude Shannon’s model 
on the storage and transmission of data—as a means of discrediting 
these findings. 

In their paper, “Linguistic Features of Noncoding DNA Sequences” 
Mantegna et. al. state in their abstract: “We extend the Zipf 
approach to analyzing linguistic texts to the statistical study of DNA 


12 Angel Lopez-Garcia. The grammar of genes: How the genetic code 
resembles the linguistic code. Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2005. 

13 Claude Elwood Shannon was an American mathematician, electrical 
engineer, and cryptographer known as the father of information theory. 
His theories and models on the quantification, storage and transmission of 
information (data) led to the digital revolution. 

10 Refer to Gitt, W. In the Beginning Was Information. Master Books, 2007. 
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base pair sequences and find that the noncoding regions are more 
similar to natural languages than the coding regions. We also adapt 
the Shannon approach to quantifying the ‘redundancy’ of a linguistic 
text in terms of a measurable entropy function, and demonstrate 
that noncoding regions in eukaryotes display a smaller entropy and 
larger redundancy than coding regions, supporting the possibility 
that noncoding regions of DNA may carry biological information.” 
From their research, they conclude: “Noncoding sequences show two 
similar statistical properties to those of both natural and artificial 
languages: (a) Zipf-like scaling behaviour, and (b) a nonzero value of 
Shannon’s redundancy function R(n). These results are consistent 
with the possible existence of one (or more than one) structured 
biological language(s) present in noncoding DNA sequences”. Note 
that this paper is dealing with the noncoding regions of DNA and not 
coding regions of DNA whose language-like characteristic is not in 
dispute. This paper is showing that biological language(s) exist for 
regions that do not code for proteins and have other yet unknown 
regulatory functions. 

There is a language behind life. 

This poses a direct threat to the religious evolutionary 
fundamentalists. Just as they deny what is evident to sensory 
perception—the evident design and purpose in they see in things 
and for which they use unescapable teleological language—they are 
engaged in futile attempts to deny that there is choice with intent 
behind the underlying language of biological life. 


DNA information exists, at its lowests level of structure, as linear 
digital programming. Biological life, or living organisms can only 
arise through prior computation and decision-based halting™ in the 
running of genetic programs, identical to what we see in software 


1 R, N. Mantegna, S. V. Buldyrev, A. L. Goldberger, S. Havlin, C. K. Peng, 
M. Simons, and H. E. Stanley. Linguistic Features of Noncoding DNA Sequences. 
Phys. Rev. Lett. 73, 3169 - Published 5 December 1994. 

1% This refers to how programs are coded so that they are able to make 
decisions to stop running commands when they have been completed. 
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programs.” Genes are linear digital programs. They are edited and 


controlled by other linear digital programs. 

All life is cybernetic. Meaning, it is based upon communications 
and automatic control systems that include algorithmic calculation 
and circuit integration.’ Cell regulation and epigenetic factors” are 
digitally prescribed and controlled. Further, all known metabolism is 
cybernetic, it is programmatically and algorithmically organized and 
controlled. 


1 This should really be said the other way around. All the principles of 
software analysis, design and implementation are similar or identical to the 
programming systems behind life. 

18 To help you understand the concept. Imagine extremely strict 
parents who prescribe (give orders and instructions) and control the 
activities of their children as a means of keeping the home in order: Get up 
at 7:00am, on the right side of the bed, right foot first. Wash (in a certain 
order), get clothed (in a certain order with a specific set of clothes for that 
particular day), make bed (in a specific way). Take breakfast... and so on. 
The start and finish of each activity is monitored and the status of all 
activities (due, in progress, complete) are constantly communicated. This is 
the meaning of cybernetic. The field of cybernetics studies communication 
and control systems in machines and living things. Emerging sciences such 
as biocybernetics, biomimicry undo all anti-design arguments, render them 
baseless and give teleological arguments a renewed, ferocious vigour. 

10° Epigenetics is the study of changes in organisms caused by 
modification of gene expression rather than alteration of the genetic code 
itself. This relatively new field refutes the neo-Darwinian, modern synthesis 
in which random mutations acted upon by natural selection account for all 
biological diversity. It indicates that adaptability and change are built in 
through prior design and features are simply switched on and off in 
response to external stimuli. An analogy is like an auto repair manual. It 
contains information about how to deal with a large number of scenarios. 
You would never need that information until a particular problem occurs. 
Then you go and access that information and execute it. That information 
was always there. The situation was already accounted for. The information 
was only “activated” at the time it was needed. This, along with the “junk 
DNA” claim being falsified, has created a huge problem for religious 
fundamentalists such as Richard Dawkins who have peddled the “selfish- 
gene” and “mutation-selection” idea for decades. 
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Functional information—that which has a purpose—can be 
descriptive or it can be prescriptive. When a letter is typed, its 
function and purpose is to convey descriptive information to a 
recipient. When code is written in a programming language, it is 
prescriptive information. Prescriptive information “expresses the 
decisions to be made and the criteria for the different execution 
paths”, it “instructs or directly produces nontrivial function...” and 
“tells us what choices to make, or it is a recordation of wise choices 
already made” ™ It indicates choice with intent and must have a 
prior formal solution before implementation. 

The cell is a hardware-software system that updates and rewrites 
its own software’ in real time, in relation to events and stimuli. It is 
driven by information. 

Information cannot come about without a knower having choice 
and intent. 

As a display of their extraodinary levels of arrogation, pride and 
wanton disbelief, naturalists, atheists and evolutionists are trying to 
theorise and develop a natural mechanism for the emergence of 
functional information in the form of linear digital programming. 
The field of genetics has extended to include semantics (that which 
is concerned with meaning) and semiotics (the use of signs and 
symbols) and new terminology is being invented. 

As an illustration, reflect upon what J. Barham writes in his paper 
“A dynamical model of the meaning of information”: “The main challenge 
for information science is to naturalize the semantic content of 
information... For, any model of the meaning of information must be 
teleological; the only question is whether the teleology will be 
openly acknowledged or swept under the rug, and if acknowledged, 
how will it be naturalized. Non-equilibrium thermodynamics and 


11 See Johnson, D. E. Programming of Life. Big Mac Publishers. 2010. p. 8. 

™ Refer to: Bray, D. Wetware: A Computer in Ever Living Cell. New Haven, 
CT: Yale University Press (2009); Noble, D. Evolution Beyond Neo-Darwinism: A 
New Conceptual Framework. The Journal of Experimental Biology. 218(1), 7-13; 
Shapiro, J.A. Genome System Architecture and Natural Genetic Engineering in 
Evolution. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences. 870(1), 23-35. 
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non-linear dynamics are the logical candidates for naturalizing 
teleology, and therefore provide the most promising foundation 
upon which to build a future information science.”'” In other words, 
we have to find a way to explain how meaning arises within 
information through natural means alone and this is called 
“information science”. 

What they are trying to achieve here with respect to information 
is similar to how they explain away design in biological life by 
claiming it is an illusion of design because of the alleged mechanisms 
they claim to have established. They are trying to justify the claim 
that prescriptive information is also illusory by developing a 
mechanism to explain how conceptual meanings can be generated 
through purely natural means, through the randomness of 
physicodynamic interactions without choice with intent. This is 
what they mean when they say “naturalizing teleology”. It is an 
encrypted way of saying that nature has the ability to design and has 
end-goals and purpose in mind but at the same time it does not, it is 
all random, purposeless and meaningless. This is doublethink” and 
doublespeak and fooling with the minds of people. As we mentioned 
before, this is the underyling scam that is being run. Confer upon 
nature the attributes of the Creator and then encrypt the meaning 
through clever terminology so it cannot be easily deciphered and 
evaluated through common sense and basic reason. 

In typical fashion, they create new terminology to encrypt their 
falsehood. Thus we have “teleonomy” - the attribution of teleology 
(purpose, end-goals, objectives) to natural processes.'“ This is 


“ Barham, J. A dynamical model of the meaning of information. Biosystems, 
38, 235-41(1996). 

"8 The acceptance of contrary opinions or beliefs at the same time. 

™ Refer to Pross, A. On the chemical nature and origin of teleonomy. Origins 
of life and evolution of the biosphere, 35, 383-94(2005) 44; Lifson, S. Chemical 
selection, diversity, teleonomy and the second law of thermodynamics. Reflections 
on Eigen’s theory of self-organization of matter. Biophys Chem, 26, 303-11.(1987); 
45. Pittendrigh, C. S. Teleonomy. In: Behavior and Evolution. Eds: A. Roe&G. G. 
Simpson. Yale University Press, New Haven, CN (1958). 
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stating in explicit conceptual terms, yet concealed through cryptic 
linguistic terms, that matter can understand meaning, can pursue 
end-goals and have purpose in mind. 

This is the great scam that we have continued to outline in this 
work and it is what everything returns back to ultimately. They take 
attributes that belong to a creator—knowledge, will, intent, power, 
wisdom, purpose—and attribute it to matter, or nature, and then use 
cryptic terminology, semantic devices and sophisticated forms of 
deception to hide what they are doing such that even the most 
intelligent of people cannot penetrate the layers of deceptions, lies, 
trickery and subterfuge, let alone the layman. 

The true and real difference then, once all the layers are peeled 
and we get to the crux of the matter, is whether “creation”—and of 
the type and complexity that is observed—comes through the 
attributes of knowledge, will, power and wisdom (purpose) or from 
pure randomness, through mere physicodynamic interactions. 

The first position is an affirmation of reason and the foundation 
of all scientific inquiry which must assume that the universe and life 
are rationally intelligible and this can only be if they are designed to 
be that way. The second position is a revilement of reason and is 
based upon a prior conviction in and commitment to materialist 
philosophy.”’ Thus, the issue comes down to choosing between 


“8 It is vital to distinguish between two definitions of science. The first 
definition of science is “observation, theorization, experimentation, 
collection of data, and making inferences and explanations with 
impartiality”. This is a standard definition of science and the process it 
represents is one from which, in a modern-context, we gain an 
understanding of the material world that allows us to produce cars, 
washing machines, airplanes, medicine and so on and it includes 
investigating causes and effects and the special properties of things. This 
“scientific method” has been applied and harnessed to allow the beneficial 
interests of humankind to be realized and safeguarded through a gradual 
understanding of the system of interconnected causes and effects which are 
referred to as “nature” by materialists and “creation” by believers in God. 
This first definition of science presupposes and affirms order, regularity 
and rationality in the universe. The natural disposition of humans is 
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whether that which appears designed and purposeful comes about 
through self-creation and random, undirected, purposeless 
processes (chance) or through knowledge, will, power and wisdom. 
The true empirical scientific method will always prove the latter and 
will never, ever prove the former, which is but mere conjecture built 
upon prior conviction in materialist philosophy. This prior 
conviction—unproven and unsupported by the scientific method of 
inquiry—demands naturalistic explanations which are deductively 
argued from that previously asserted materialist philosophy. Thus, 
ideology came first, not the science. 


imprinted with this affirmation. Thus, non-conjectural, empirical science 
can never conflict with belief in God, keeping in mind that the human 
capacity to fully understand the reality of “nature” is severely limited. The 
second definition is “the explanation of all phenomena through natural, 
materialistic causes only”. This is really a philosophical assertion, that only 
natural causes exist and this unproven assertion has been injected into 
scientific inquiry. Providing material explanations (of causes and effects) in 
the study of the world is not really an issue and does not clash with the 
Islamic understanding of how the universe or life operate, since affirmation 
of the ways and means and causes and effects and of the inherent 
properties in things that collectively comprise the “natural causes” is 
established in the Qur’an and Prophetic traditions. However, the real intent 
behind this second definition of science is to credit nature (physical law and 
random events acting upon matter) with an illusion of design that we 
allegedly observe when we explore and study life and the universe, and 
then to consider this to be the only “rational foundation” that must 
underpin all scientific enquiry and its conclusions. From here arises Richard 
Dawkins’ “blind-watchmaker”, “mountain of improbability” and the 
“nothing” of Lawrence Krauss and Stephen Hawking from which “the 
universe can and will create itself’. It is here that we move away from 
empirical science based upon actual physical reality and instead to the land 
of fairy tales where that which exists only in the mind is made to appear 
real and actual through creative mathematical witchcraft and creative 
storytelling. 
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10. DNA, the Genome and Information 


DNA is a digital communication and control system. The discoveries, 
formulas and communication theories which created our modern 
digital world and the basic ideas and principles of computer design 
and engineering of Von Neumann, Alan Turing and Norbert Weiner 
(inventor of cybernetics) were derived from the linear digital genetic 
programming in life.” “Life’s hardware and software systems use 
digital information processing to control, integrate, and maintain 
life’s processes. While physics and chemistry are physical sciences 
whose interactions are wholly determined by physicality, biology is 
an information science since all of the defining characteristics of 
biology are controlled by life’s information processing systems.”"* 
The genome is an instruction manual that specifies all the 
operations of an organism and its replication process. It has a 
tremendous amount of information: “The information content of a 
simple cell has been established as around 10” bits comparable to 
about a hundred million pages of the Encyclopaedia Britannica.” 
This is not just mere information, but prescriptive information, 
meaning information that instructs and produces nontrivial 
function, just like an instruction manual for mechanical assembly. A 
phenome is the sum of all observable characteristics of an organism. 


"7 See Quastler, H. A Primer on Information Theory in Symposium on 
Information Theory in Biology. The Gatlinburg Symposium, H. P. Yockey, R. P. 
Platzman&H. Quastler, Eds., Pergamon Press, pages 37 and 360 (1958); Von 
Neumann, J. & A. W. Burks. Theory of Self-Reproducing Automata. University of 
Illinois Press, Urbana, (1966); Turing, A. M. On computable numbers, with an 
application to the entscheidungs problem. Proc. Roy. Soc. London Mathematical 
Society, 42, 230-265 [correction in 43, 544-546](1936); Von Neumann, J. 
Collected works. Pergamon Press, New York (1961); Wiener, N. Cybernetics. 
Wiley, New York (1948); Wiener, N. Cybernetics, its Control and Communication 
in the Animal and the Machine. New York (1948) through David Abel, The 
Biosemiosis of Prescriptive Information, Semiotica 1/4/09P. 

"8 Donald Johnson. Biocybernetics and Biosemiosis in Biological Information: 
New Perspectives. World Scientific. 2013. p. 402. 

" Carl Sagan, “Life” in Encyclopaedia Britannica 22, 1997, pp. 964-981. 
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In other words, the genome is the construction code and the 
phenome is the visible end product. 

If we imagine a small automobile as an analogy, all of the 
information needed to make every single component part and 
fabricate all materials (steel, rubber, plastic, glass, paint), as well as 
how to assemble, repair and maintain everything would be its 
“genome”. The automobile with all its features is the “phenome”. 
However, this is overly simplistic and even analogising with a jet 
fighter or a naval warfare ship would not be adequate. Further, jet 
fighters and naval warfare ships do not replicate or reproduce 
themselves. The sum of all human technology produced to date does 
not match the complexity of the genome.” 

A genome is like a library of books. Letters (nucleotides)—in a 
digital information system of base 4—make up words (DNA 
sequences) which make chapters (genes) which make up volumes 
(chromosomes) which make up the library (genome). However, 
unlike a library of books, the information in the genome is not just 
linear. The information in the genome has several dimensions and 
layers subject to data compression. It is also self-regulating and 
consists of genes that regulate other genes that regulate yet other 
genes. Some genes can actually change sections of the instruction 
manual. Further, linear DNA can fold into two and three-dimensional 
structures that encode even higher levels of information that is 
decoded through translation machinery. There is multi-level 
encryption, codes within codes. To date, at least 20 different 
information codes have been discovered in addition to the base 4 
DNA code.” The genome is dynamic, self-regulating, multi- 
dimensional, algorithmic, programmatic and prescriptive. It codes 


12 As advances are made in genetics and cell biology, it is becoming 
clear that the DNA-Gene-Cell system is much, much more complicated than 
previously thought. 

11 The human genome as around 3.2 billion base pairs. 

122 By way of example, there are protein address codes, acetylation 
codes, RNA codes, metabolic codes, cytoskeleton codes, histone codes and 
alternative splicing codes. 
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for the performance of nutrition, repair, waste disposal, 
communication and reproduction. 

The DNA information storing medium—a digital database—is 
much more complex than any man-made system by many orders of 
magnitude and it is still not fully understood. Microsoft founder Bill 
Gates writes: “Human DNA is like a computer program but far, far 
more advanced than any software we’ve ever created.” 

“’Nature’s devised’ a stunningly elegant solution to storing 
information—a super-dense, knot-free structure,’ says senior author 
Eric Lander, director of the Broad Institute, who is also professor of 
biology at MIT and professor of systems biology at Harvard Medical 
School” and “...the information density in the nucleus is trillions of 
times higher than on a computer chip”’” 

“Scientists have developed a digital storage solution capable of 
holding 700 terabytes of files—all contained within a tiny thread of 
artificial DNA. The technology, which was developed by scientists 
from the University of Washington, can store data in a small thread 
of DNA that is almost invisible to the naked eye... In theory, 
companies could store digital data that would currently take up 
warehouses of space, all in a space the size of a sugar cube.”’”° 

Research comparing between human genome and computer 
systems demonstrates that the DNA is the hard drive, RNA is RAM, 
polymerases and ribosomes are processors, the nucleus is the 
motherboard, the nucleolus is the CPU and phenotypes are the 
output.” 


12 Bill Gates. The Road Ahead. New York: Viking. 1995. p. 228. 

4 Note the ascription of stunningly elegant design to nature. 

1235 A Look Inside: Scientists have deciphered 3-D structure of the human genome. 
Harvard Gazette, October 8, 2009. According to calculations, given the 
cylindrical volume of DNA, the statistical information density of a small 
pinhead of DNA allows storage equivalent to 2 million lots of 2 terabyte 
hard drives. 

1 Refer to designntrend.com and natureworldnews.com. 

17 Josiah Seaman. DNA.EXE: A Sequence Comparison between the Human 
Genome and Computer Code in Biological Information: New Perspectives. World 
Scientific. 2013. pp. 397-398. 
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When describing DNA staunch atheists like Richard Dawkins are 
unable to escape language that belies their beliefs (emphasis added): 
“Biology is the study of complex things that appear to have been 
designed for a purpose. Physics books may be complicated, but ... the 
objects and phenomena that a physics book describes are simpler 
than a single cell in the body of its author. And the author consists of 
trillions of those cells, many of them different from each other, 
organized with intricate architecture and precision-engineering into a 
working machine capable of writing a book.”’”* 

Intricate architectural organizing and precision-engineering are 
actions performed on the basis of attributes such as knowledge, will, 
intent and purposefulness possessed by entities. This is an 
illustration of what we have mentioned in that atheists simply take 
the attributes of knowledge, will, power and wisdom that belong to a 
creating entity and confer them upon nature whilst using cryptic 
words and loaded terms that seamlessly merge these attributes with 
chance and necessity, turning everything into a mere illusion of 
design. These terms include selection, self-assembly, self-organization, 
emergence and so on. 

To illustrate, the word select means “to choose in preference to 
another”. It is a conscious activity involving intent. It is choice with 
intent. In the term natural selection, choice with intent is being 
conferred upon nature. However, at the same time, it is claimed that 
natural selection is a totally blind, random, undirected process. So 
this is what we mean when we say that in their sleight of hand, 
atheists confer the attributes of a knowing, willing, purposeful agent 
upon mattter (nature) through the use of cryptic words, doublethink 
and doublespeak. Subsequently, the inescapable language they use, 
“orecision-engineering, organized intricate architecture” proves them to 
be liars and deceivers in their claims. It is wilful rejection of the 
truth and of what is obvious in innate disposition and reason. 

Peter Corning, a highly credentialed American biologist, 
evolutionist and complex systems scientist writes: “All the equations 


8 The Blind Watchmaker. New York:Norton 1987. pp. 1-3. 
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of physics taken together cannot describe living systems, much less 
explain them. Indeed, the laws of physics do not even contain any 
hints regarding cybernetic processes or feedback control. Thus, the 
term dissipative structures” does not adequately describe the 
informed, purposive organization of living systems. It is comparable 
to characterizing jet engines—which are painstakingly designed and 
manufactured with extremely precise dimensional properties and 
tolerances—as dissipative structures. They are not self-designed, nor 
are their dissipative properties among their most salient features.”*”° 

Atheist philosopher, Thomas Nagel, one of a growing number of 
dissenters from Darwinist Materialism states: “The more details we 
learn about the chemical basis of life and the intricacy of the genetic 


1 This term refers to an attempt to provide an explanation for 
biological order from a thermodynamic perspective. Dissipation means loss 
of energy. The essence of the claim is that “creative events” can arise as a 
system moves from being far away from equilibrium to equilibrium. It is 
another imaginative, creative way of trying to explain the emergence of 
biological organisation. Just a complicated, smoke and mirrors way of 
saying that nature is the creator. To make the point once again for 
emphasis, the scam is that atheist scientists simply take the attributes of 
knowledge, will, power and wisdom that belong to a creating entity and 
confer them upon nature whilst using cryptic words and loaded terms that 
merge these attributes into chance and necessity. Corning is refuting the 
far-fetched theories of other evolutionists who are trying to provide a route 
for the emergence of living systems through physical laws. 

10 Peter Corrning. Holistic Darwinism. Chicago:University of Chicago 
Press. 2005. p. 330. Note that after having realised the immense complexity, 
organisation and purposiveness of biological systems, evolutionists are 
trying to develop newer, broader theories, after realising that neo- 
Darwinian “modern synthesis” as an all explanatory mechanism is false. In 
doing so, they simply continue—with their arrogance and pride—to flee 
from the obvious. All they will be doing is developing an alternative story of 
the way in which “chance (random events)” and “necessity (physical law)” 
produce life. 
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code, the more unbelievable the standard historical account 
becomes.”””? 

Chance (random events), necessity (physical law) and “natural 
selection” are not sufficient to create prescriptive information and 
self-replicating computational machine-networks that process such 
information. Information requires a knower and intricate architecture 
with precision-engineering requires an architect and an engineer.” 
“Biological information is not a substance... biological information is 
not identical to genes or to DNA (any more than the words on this 
page are identical to the printers ink visible to the eye of the reader). 
Information, whether biological or cultural, is not a part of the world 
of substance.”’”” 


81 Refer to Thomas Nagel’s interesting book: Mind and Cosmos: Why the 
Materialist Neo-Darwinian Conception of Nature is Almost Certainly False, Oxford: 
Oxford University Press. 2012. 

? “Peer-reviewed life-origin literature presupposes that, given enough 
time, genetic instructions arose via natural events. Thus far, no paper has 
provided a plausible mechanism for natural-process algorithm-writing... 
Cause-and-effect physicality has no ability to anticipate or devise a 
conceptual system that employs symbolic representationalism. Both the 
semantics and syntax of codonic language must translate into appropriate 
semantics and syntax of protein language. That symbolization must then 
translate into the “language” of three-dimensional conformation via 
minimum-freeenergy folding. No combination of the four known forces of 
physics can account for such conceptual relationships. Symbolism and 
encryption/decryption are employed. Codons represent functional 
meaning only when the individual amino acids they prescribe are linked 
together in a certain order using a different language. Yet the individual 
amino acids do not directly react physicochemically with each triplet 
codon. Even after a linear digital sequence is created in a new language, 
“meaning” is realized at the destination only upon folding and lock-and- 
key binding.” J.T. Trevors, D.L. Abel. Chance and necessity do not explain the 
origin of life. Cell Biology International 28 (2004) 729-739. 

1 Hoffmeyer, J. & Emmeche, C. Code-Duality and the Semiotics of Nature. 
Journal of Biosemiotics (1), 2005, pp. 37-64. 
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Meaning, that the DNA, as matter, is not information, but is a 
medium for the encoding of information which has to have a 
source.” 

Today, a cell “is viewed as a complete computational machine in 
terms that are akin to a multi-core computer cluster, where there is 
a centralized memory and instruction set, yet computational tasks 
are distributed among distinct processing elements.” 

“The genetic system is a pre-existing operating system of 
unknown origin that supports the storage and execution of a wide 
variety of specific genetic programs (the genome application), each 
program being stored in DNA.”"*° 

In their paper, “DNA as a Real Time, Database Operating System” 
submitted at the Proceedings of the World Multiconference on 
Systemics, Cybernetics, and Informatics in 2001 Bozinovski et. al. 
write: “From the computer science viewpoint, we are looking for the 
best metaphor that will describe the DNA... previously we proposed 
that the DNA can be viewed as a cell master database. That seems to 
be currently an acceptable metaphor for the DNA. Now we are 
considering a broader view toward DNA, that it is actually a cell 
Operating System which contains and takes care of a huge database, 
but also governs all the complex control processes.” The same 
researchers state: “... a kind of real time, database operating system 


34 Atheists like Richard Dawkins know this well, which is why, when 
cornered and pressed, make the confession that they admit to the 
possibility that an advanced intelligence from another part of the 
universe—which also arose through Darwinian evolution—planted the 
seeds of life on this earth. 

* Refer to D'Onofrio, D & Gary, A. A Comparative Approach for the 
Investigation of Biological Information Processing: An Examination of the Structure 
and Function of Computer Hard Drives and DNA. Theoretical Biology and 
Medical Modelling. 2010. 7:3. 

“© Donald E. Johnson. Programming of Life. Big Mac Publishers. 2010. p. 48. 

17 Bozinovski, S., Jovancevski, G., Bozinovska, N. DNA as a Real Time, 
Database Operating System in Proceedings of the World Multiconference on 
Systemics, Cybernetics, and Informatics, 2001, Volume XV: N. Callaos, 
W.Badawy, S. Bozinovski (Eds.) Industrial Systems, pp. 65-70. 
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that manages the activities over cell database and real-time activities 
carried by the cell processors. This opened a new viewpoint, not 
used before in cell research, the systems software metaphor. We 
believe that this metaphor offers some candidate explanations for 
relevant and non-answered questions in molecular biology, 
examples being what are exons, what are cell data files, what are the 
executable files, and what are chromosomes, among others.” 

Evolutionist Douglas Hofstadter writes: “A natural and 
fundamental question to ask on learning of these incredibly 
interlocking pieces of software and hardware is: ‘How did they ever 
get started in the first place?’ It is truly a baffling thing. One has to 
imagine some sort of bootstrap process occurring, somewhat like 
that which is used in the development of new computer language— 
but a bootstrap from simple molecules to entire cells is almost 
beyond one’s power to imagine. There are various theories on the 
origin of life. They all run aground on this most central of all central 
questions: ‘How did the Genetic Code, along with the mechanisms for 
its translation (ribosomes and RNA molecules) originate?’ For the 
moment, we will have to content ourselves with a sense of wonder 
and awe, rather than with an answer.”’® 

Evolutionary biologist Eugene Koonin writes: “In our opinion, 
despite extensive and, in many cases, elaborate attempts to model 
code optimization, ingenious theorizing along the lines of the 
coevolution theory,” and considerable experimentation, very little 
definitive progress has been made... Summarizing the state of the art 
in the study of the code evolution, we cannot escape considerable 


“8 Hofstadter, Douglas R. (1980), Godel, Escher, Bach: An Eternal Golden 
Braid. New York: Vintage Books. p. 548. 

* Coevolution or complimentary coevolution is a cryptic term used by 
religious fundamentalist atheists to conceal their far-fetched religious 
beliefs in wondrous miracles that somehow biological processes, pathways 
or organs that have multiple elemens or requirements evolved because 
there was “complimentary coevolution” taking place simultaneously such 
that the various individual elements or requirements of these multi-faceted 
processes appeared coincidentally. Koonin is honest enough to describe this 
as ingenious theorizing. It is ingenious theorizing to justify belief in miracles. 
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skepticism. It seems that the two-pronged fundamental question: 
‘why is the genetic code the way it is and how did it come to be?’, 
that was asked over 50 years ago, at the dawn of molecular biology, 
might remain pertinent even in another 50 years. Our consolation is 
that we cannot think of a more fundamental problem in biology.” 

The reason why this is and will remain a fundamental problem is 
because naturalists, atheists and materialists are too arrogant to 
acknowledge what is obvious in innate human disposition, basic 
reason and practical experience: That knowledge, will, power and 
wisdom are behind the emergence of cybernetic systems that govern 
biological life just like knowledge, will and power are behind the 
cybernetic systems that govern and control the services of Google, 
Facebook and Twitter. 

Allah (i) said: 


Mie GÍ oas Čeh hmad oh Ió akhi Gye ELE UT GLa 55 pil 
585 50 Ji LoL al ad U fuss cp allel ght os IB AALS coals 
pile Gib oS, 


“Does man not consider that We created him from a mere sperm- 
drop’, then behold, he becomes a clear adversary? And he puts 
forth for us a parable and forgets his own creation. He says: ‘Who 
will give life to these bones when they have rotted away and become 
dust?’ Say, ‘He will give them life who produced them the first time; 
and He is, of all creation, knowing’.” (36:77-79). 

Allah (í<) also said: 


PES Caudal 589 GL Ga pi i 
“Should not He Who has created know? And He is the Subtle, the 


Acquainted. ” (67:14). 
Knowledge, information and creation are binding. 


1 Koonin EV, Novozhilov AS. Origin and evolution of the genetic code: the 
universal enigma. lubmb Life. 2009;61(2):99-111. 

11 A sperm-drop contains millions of individual sperm cells that contain 
information for the creation of a being. 
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11. A Falsifiable Hypothesis to Prove Agency 


Evolutionists detest conceptually, physically accurate, like for like 
analogies because they show convincingly—through common sense 
and basic reason—that the claims of evolutionists are not easily 
believed by laymen and learned alike, especially when the smoke has 
been cleared, the mirrors smashed and their thinking exposed as 
being no different to the primitives of old. The primitives ascribed 
divine attributes to nature and worshipped it due to their ignorance 
and the moderns do the same thing but out of pride and arrogance in 
order to avoid affirming that there is an authority over the universe 
and to reject the necessity of showing thanks for the innumerable 
benefits they enjoy every day. 

They are adept and highly sophisticated in the way they conceal 
their resemblance to the primitives. Their act of ascribing such 
qualities to nature is concealed through highly sophisticated, 
theory-laden, speculative belief systems that are cleverly masked as 
science through cryptic, ambiguous, technical language. 

DNA provides the basis for a digital communication and control 
system within a cellular framework that lies behind biological life. 
DNA is a database of code containing prescriptive information with 
syntax (grammar) and semantics (meaning) and prescriptive funtion. 
Such codes and languages cannot arise except through choice with 
intent, or knowledge, will, ability and wisdom. Anyone who claims 
otherwise, after knowing this truth, is a cretin.’”° 


1° Cretin = imbecile, moron, fool, idiot. It is important that the scales are 
overturned and the realities are put back in their proper places through the 
use of appropriate labels. Atheists and naturalists routinely use derogatory 
language for those who believe in a Creator on the basis of their 
speculative, conjectural make-believe stories in which they present their 
attribution of divine qualities to nature in a cryptic manner through highly 
technical deceptive language. A new language and way of speaking must be 
adopted with respect to them to restore matters to their natural state of 
being so as to inform them that they have little to stand upon in the 21st 
century when the neo-Darwinian mechanism has been empirically proven 
to be false and impossible. Naturalists are now being observed scrambling 
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The physical and chemical properties of paper and ink cannot 
account for the existence of the meaning and message inscribed on 
the paper. It requires knowledge and will. If you are reading these 
words through digital means, then binary digits and pixels cannot 
explain the meaning of what you are reading. Only knowledge, will, 
ability and wisdom can account for it. 

A meaningful message composed on a magnetic whiteboard with 
magnetic letters—such as “Methinks it is like a weasel”—cannot be 
explained through the physics of magnetism alone, because the 
physics and laws themselves are not self-aware and cannot produce 
meaning on the basis of an arbitrary code system. Such laws would 
have to intelligently think of, devise, plan, create and implement 
such a system of abstraction and symbol-tokenism (an alphabet) 
before producing meaning. The existence of meaning itself would 
require knowledge and will. Physical laws do not have knowledge 
and will. This is impossible. No one believes this except a self- 
deceiving cretin or an arrogant ingrate. However, to avoid being 
correctly identified as cretins, such people outwardly deny ascribing 
knowledge and will to physical laws and matter whilst inwardly 
knowing full well that it cannot be any other way. Something has to be 
given the attributes of knowledge, will and wisdom—or choice with 
intent—in order to explain the cybernetic system behind biological 
life [and the very apparent phenomena observed daily by all 
humanity which are evidently intended to facilitate life and meet the 
essential needs of humanity]. There is no escape from this at all. 

Coming back to codes and meanings: 

Observed repeat patterns within nature created by law-like 
physicochemical interactions do not amount to code. Snowflakes, 


to invent the next story to prop up their primitive belief in the divinity of 
nature. If what we now know about the DNA-gene-cell cybernetic system 
was known in the 19th and early 20th centuries, their fanciful make-believe 
stories would never have been imagined. These stories first arose due to 
pure ignorance and today they are maintained and upheld through pure 
arrogance. 
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stalactites and fractals are not code. They are arbitrary structures 
and not semantically coded systems (with meaning). 

Physical laws cannot account for meaning. A coded message with 
meaning and instruction requires knowledge and will. 

Random letter sequences—for example, “onldsabeqdt”—do form a 
coded system through the use of symbols but they are devoid of 
meaning (semantics). We are not speaking merely of coded systems. 
We are speaking specifically of coded information (semiotics) with 
meaning (semantics) and function (pragmatics) and end goals. 

Repeat patterns and random sequences are not the same as coded 
information with meaning and prescriptive function. 

No natural mechanism or process can produce code (semiotics) 
with semantics (meaning) let alone pragmatics (executable 
instructions) with end goals. Biological life is full of billions of 
instances of end goals at the biochemical, cellular, organ and whole 
organism levels. To deny this is to deny sensory perception and to 
judge oneself with cretinhood. Atheists, evolutionists and naturalists 
must admit that it is impossible to avoid “teleological, agential 
thinking” when speaking of “nature”.™ That is because there is 
teleology and agency in nature—in actuality—it is the most obvious 
and apparent of truths and the entire scientific enterprise is 
premised upon this indisputable fact. No atheist should be allowed 
to escape this admission from the outset and should be made to feel 
no different [in level of intelligence] to the primitives who ascribe 
divine attributes to nature. 

The DNA-gene-cell cybernetic system is the “the language and 
platform of creation.” Life is pre-programmed. There is agency 
behind life. This agency explains the indisputable teleology in 
biological life. We know and understand the mechanism of teleology: 
It is the cybernetic system underlying biological life. This cybernetic 


131 We have already cited from a lecture given at the Royal Society 
November 2016 conference discussing “New Trends In Evolutionary Biology: 
Biological, Philosophical And Social Science Perspectives” establishing this fact. 
One of the professors, Samir Okasha, presented a lecture on the metaphor of 
agency, refer to the citation from him in the Introduction. 
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system functions in the same way that the information technology 
systems of Google, Facebook, Youtube and Twitter function. There is 
agency behind these systems. These systems require formal 
solutions before implementation. We stated previously that the 
discoveries, formulas and communication theories which created the 
modern digital world and the basic ideas and principles of computer 
design and engineering of Von Neumann, Alan Turing and Norbert 
Weiner (inventor of cybernetics) were derived from the linear digital 
genetic programming in life. 

Thus, the digital communication and control system based 
around DNA is designed by choice with intent or put another way, by 
knowledge, will, ability and wisdom. Inference to a designer, maker and 
creator is justified and warranted because all other possibilities (to 
explain prescriptive information) can be eliminated through: 

- reason and the sum of human experience in technology, 

- empirical testing, 

- complete absence of proof for these other possibilities, or 

- the inability to falsify the proposition: ‘No natural mechanism 
or process can produce prescriptive code.’ 

Other possible explanations include: 

- intelligent aliens created DNA, 

- DNA just appeared, effectively creating itself, 

- physical law (laws of nature) created DNA. 

These are not scientifically validated claims, but religious beliefs 
either outside the realm of scientific inquiry or empirically proven 
and already known to be false. 

This hypothesis of agency can be easily falsified by providing an 
empirical demonstration of a processable prescriptive coded system 
[with its own, completely novel symbol-token system with multiple 
layers of abstraction similar to what we see of concepts in object- 
oriented programming languages for example] arising by chance and 
necessity, through purely natural means alone [physico-chemical 
dynamics] in the absence of choice with intent, or knowledge and 
will, and completely devoid of any and all end-goals and objectives. A 
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single demonstration will falsify the hypothesis and give credibility 
to the claims of atheistst and naturalists. 

This is a falsifiable hypothesis. 

A prize reward of $5,000 USD is offered for anyone who can bring 
a single instance of processable prescriptive code being generated by 
purely physicochemical dynamics (“chance” plus “necessity”) without 
the involvement of any investigator-led input or steering. 

The code must demonstrably have: 

- a novel system of semiotics (a sign-symbol token system, 
basically its own unique alphabet), 

- syntax (rules, a grammatical system for how the alphabet can be 
arranged), 

- semantics (abstraction and meaning), 

- pragmatics (functional instruction) and 

- purposes, end-goals. 

The DNA-gene-cell system is characterised by all these elements. 

Failure to collect the above prize will constitute ongoing proof for 
the existence of agency behind biological life which at minimum, 
possesses the attributes of knowledge, will, power and wisdom. Since 
attributes cannot exist on their own and must inhere in something, 
a true and real existence of an essence possessing these attribute is 
demanded and justified. 

From what has preceded, there are only two possibilities. Either 
there is an entity beyond nature that possesses the attributes of 
knowledge, will, power and wisdom (choice with intent), or it is 
nature that possesses and manifests these attributes. All naturalists 
must adopt the latter view in order to explain teleology—(which, in 
the sum or human experience and enterprise, can only arise through 
choice with intent). To deny teleology exists is pure cretinhood and 
arrogation. Thus, nature has to be given divine attributes and this is 
the real secret behind the speculative, theory-laden beliefs in which 
highly technical, cryptic language is employed to camouflage and 
conceal the fact that these people are no different from the 
primitives. It is just that they are way more sophisticated in how 
they are saying what the primitives were saying. Then, they claim 
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that all the design and teleology that we see is a mere “illusion”. It is 
a sign of madness when you distrust what your own physical senses 
tell you, and this is the reality of the neo-Darwinian fundamentalist 
charlatans likes Richard Dawkins. 

Note: The neo-Darwinian evolutionary hypothesis cannot provide 
tests of falsifiability for its primary axiom—that natural selection 
acting upon random mutations account for emergence of new 
species—because this hypothesis cannot be tested to begin with. It is 
a theoretical extrapolation from limited small-scale observations 
and lies beyond testability and falsifiability. In addition, it has the 
element of randomness (in mutations). Incorporating randomness as 
a central feature in any theory excludes it from having a scientific, 
empirical basis. It is for this reason that “evolution” is always very 
cleverly worded in the broadest terms possible, and never 
incorporates the mechanism because zero empirical evidence exists 
to support it. It is believed through illogical extrapolation, and the 
evolutionists know this well. We have alluded to this controversy 
between evolutionists elsewhere in this book. Atheist evolutionists 
rely upon people’s ignorance to deceive them and to convince them 
of their imaginitive fairly tale stories told in highly technical, cryptic 
language. This is the real source of their apparent strength and 
domination. 
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12. Evolution History and Current Status 


There have been three broad stages in the doctrine of evolution. 

The first was popularised by Charles Darwin in the mid 19th 
century when knowledge of biology was primitive and the fields of 
biochemistry and genetics were unknown. It is referred to as 
Darwinism. Simply put, the observable similarities in animals 
indicate that all living species arose through descent with modification 
from a common ancestor with the fittest—those having superior 
hereditary traits leading to better reproduction and survival rates— 
passing on their fitness traits to subsequent generations. No 
biological mechanism was proposed by Darwin. He simply speculated 
that small variations over long periods of time filtered by natural 
selection produced new species. Racists, eugenecists, naturalists and 
atheists found intellectual benefit in this idea and developed it 
further. In his book “Descent of Man” Darwin argued the need for 
“superior races”, meaning the white race, to replace “inferior races”. 
In the early 20th century, European and American nations had state- 
sanctioned eugenics programs. Most of Darwin’s prominent 
followers until the mid-20th century were eugenecists. However, 
after World War II, discussions of eugenics were no longer public. 
Darwinism “undeniably comforted racists, sanctioned imperialism 
and actively promoted eugenics.”"” 

The limitation with the earliest form of Darwinism was that it did 
not touch the actual process of speciation itself. No mechanisms 
were outlined at this stage. 

The second stage began to enter the scene during the 1930s in 
which Mendelian genetics and probability statistics were combined 
with the concept of natural selection—or survival of the fittest—to 
produce what is known as neo-Darwinism or more accurately, the 
modern synthesis. Staunch atheists and eugenecists with racist 


13 Depew, D.J. & Weber, B.H. The Fate of Darwinism: Evolution after the 
Modern Synthesis. Biological Theory 6 :89. (2011). 
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tendencies—like Julian Huxley (d. 1975)'“—saw in Darwinism a 


justification for their ideological beliefs. In 1959, a Chicago 
conference commemorating the hundred year anniversary of 
Darwin’s Origins, was used to propel the Modern Synthesis—in the 
absence of any substantial challenge—to popularity.” This modern 
synthesis asserts that novelty in biological design and speciation 
occurred through random mutations in genes which confer 
advantages to biological organisms in their phenotypical 
expressions. These organism reproduce and outlive other organisms 
because they are better adapted to the environment. This is referred 
to as natural selection. As a result, the particular mutation is carried 
on through generations—becoming fixed within a population—and 
the process continues. The biological diversity in life is claimed to 
have arisen through this mechanism in a gradual, incremental 
fashion, over very long geological timescales. 

In this stage, Darwinism was purged of eugenics, imperialism and 
racism—despite the presence of some racist, eugenecist advocates— 
and mathematised with probability theory to make it appear a 
legitimate science. It was because of receiving a new synthesis that 
Darwinism did not suffer the fate of other pseudo-sciences such as 
Marxism and Freudianism. 

Very quickly however, the untenability of this theory became 
evident to certain researchers when they realised that selection 
must operate upon the whole organism at the reproductive level and 
is therefore completely blind to individual mutations. This is what 
led to the invention of population genetics as a means of overcoming 


14 In 1942 Julian Huxley published, “Evolution: The Modern Synthesis”. 
In the book “The Retreat of Scientific Racism” (Cambridge University Press, 
1992), the author, Elazar Barkan, writes in a section titled, “A Racist Liberal: 
Julian Huxley’s Early Years”, that Huxley wrote for the Spectator magazine 
in which he stated that “the negro mind is as different from the white mind 
as the negro from the white body.” p. 178. 

“8 vassiliki Betty Smocovitis. The 1959 Darwin Centennial Celebration in 
America. Osiris. Vol. 14, Commemorative Practices in Science: Historical 
Perspectives on the Politics of Collective Memory (1999), pp. 274-323. 
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this problem through sleight of hand. This is discussed in more detail 
in a later chapter. Later population geneticists started investigating 
mutation rates and the cost of selection which led to the discovery of 
fatal problems for the theory.“ 

The essence of the problem is that the rate of deleterious 
mutations in humans is verifiably so high that human existence 
could not have been maintained by the relatively low reproduction 
rates and at the same time natural selection is not powerful enough 
and operating on a large enough scale to prevent human extinction 
by selecting for the miniscule amounts of beneficial mutations. 
Humans should have become extinct millions of years ago. Further, 
the large deleterious mutation rate shows that devolution is taking 
place, not evolution. A human must have devolved from its closest 
ancestor, rather than evolved giving the high deleterious mutation 
rate. Further, the vast majority of mutations are below the detection 
threshold for natural selection. As a result most bad mutations 
accumulate unhindered by the selection process. This results in a 
downward decline in fitness from generation to generation. Because 
bad mutations outnumber favourable ones by such a large factor, 
their cumulative effect utterly overwhelms and renders of no 
significance the effect of the few favorable mutations that may arise. 
These realities are well-known to certain population geneticists but 
not to all evolutionary biologists. For that reason, the vast majority 
of evolutionists operate on the presumption that neo-Darwinism has 
solid foundations when it is in fact built upon a dream and a fantasy. 
This reason alongside many others is why evolutionary theory is 
currently in a crisis and conferences have been held to redevelop—as 
was done in the 1930s and 1940s—a new synthesis. 

The problems discovered were kept as trade secrets researched 
only within certain ranks and not publicised. For this reason, almost 


146 From them, J.B.S. Haldane (1957), M. Kimura (1968), H.J. Muller (1950, 
1964), J.V. Neel (1986), A.S. Kondrashev (1995), M.W. Nachman and S.L 
Crowell (2000). A. Eyre-Walker and P. Keightley (1999), J.F. Crow (1997), L. 
Lowe (2006). For more details on this subject refer to J.C. Sanford, Genetic 
Entropy (2006). New York: FMS Publications. 
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all neo-Darwinian evolutionary biologists who are specialists, let 
alone those less than them and let alone the laymen, are not aware 
that what they believe to be factual has no empirical basis.” This 
doctrine is peddled today by charlatan atheists like Richard Dawkins 
through the device of clever science-fiction storytelling.” 

When the fossil record failed to validate neo-Darwinism, a revised 
version was suggested by Stephen J. Gould and Niles Eldredge in 
1972, called punctuated equilibrium. Instead of speciation being 
completely gradual, there are occasional short bursts of rapid 
speciation. This proposed modification was to reconcile the theory 
with the fossil record which was unsupportive and non-cooperative 
to Darwinists. However, neo-Darwinian religious fundamentalists 
were not pleased and attacks were made on the new theory and its 
heretical promoters. The theory was eventually “retired”. The split 
which occurred was between a sudden “organism-level” explanation 
of evolution and a gradual “genetic-level” explanation of evolution. 
The latter came out on top because the neo-Darwinian modern 
synthesis promoters were able to crush the new idea. 

The third stage, known as the extended evolutionary synthesis. 
This is the current stage. There is increasing awareness that gene- 
centric neo-Darwinism or the modern synthesis (as an all-inclusive 


“7 Refer to the section below on Faith in Mystery and Miracles for further 
details on this matter. 

“8 For more information on the move away from the modern synthesis 
refer to: Margulis L. Symbiotic Planet: A New Look at Evolution. New York: Basic 
Books; 1998; Jablonka E, Lamb M. Evolution in Four Dimensions. Cambridge, 
MA, USA: MIT Press; 2005; Noble D. The Music of Life. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press; 2006; Okasha S. Evolution and the Levels of Selection. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press; 2006; Beurton PJ, Falk R, Rheinberger H-J. The 
Concept of the Gene in Development and Evolution: Historical and Epistemological 
Perspectives. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press; 2008; Shapiro JA. A 
21st century view of evolution: genome system architecture, repetitive DNA, and 
natural genetic engineering. Gene. 2005;345:91-100; Pigliucci M, Müller GB. 
Elements of an extended evolutionary synthesis. In: Pigliucci M, Muller GB, 
editors. Evolution: The Extended Synthesis. Cambridge, MA, USA: MIT Press; 
2010a. pp. 3-17. 
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explanation) is false and many evolutionary biologists have started 
to develop alternative theories. Basically, the old story—neo- 
Darwinism, the modern synthesis with its gene-centric focus—has 
crumbled in the face of contrary evidence coupled with advances in 
molecular biology and the findings of the Human Genome Project. 
Hence, they are scrambling to write the next story by combining 
their best current theories.” Broadly speaking, they are moving 
back towards the organism level version of evolution because the 
gene-level version has been empirically falsified and shown to be 
impossible. What this means is that they have to find alternative 
naturalistic explanations except that it is now much more difficult 
for them given that the DNA-gene-cell system is being increasingly 
looked at from a digital cybernetic programming perspective. The 
modern synthesis was powerful and gave atheists, naturalists and 
materialists intellectual fulfilment. With that gone, they are now ina 
scramble and have a much weaker position than before. The balance 
has swayed. 

One old deity has been falsified and they are erecting others in its 
place, or merging all the deities into one supreme deity, the master 
deity, one that is devoid of knowledge, will, power—ignorant, blind 
and purposeless. Thus, the same wild claims are being reformulated 
with more cryptic language and loaded terminology: self-organization, 
self-assembly, dissipative structures, emergence, complexity at the edge of 
chaos and so on. All of this complex, cryptic language aims to prove 
the true and real doctrine: random, undirected forces representing 
ignorance, blindness, and purposelessness exhibit amazing creative 
power giving the illusion of design. Or to put it in its crudest form: 


1 “Alternatives to the Modern Synthesis include: symbiogenesis, the 


idea that major steps in evolution, such as the formation of eukaryotes and 
multicellular organisms, resulted from cooperation and/or fusion between 
different organisms; horizontal gene transfer within and between 
organisms, a process now known to extend beyond prokaryotes; and the 
inheritance of acquired characteristics, commonly but mistakenly called 
‘Lamarckism’.” Denis Noble. Neo-Darwinism, the Modern Synthesis and selfish 
genes: are they of use in physiology? J Physiol. 2011 Mar 1; 589(Pt 5): 1007-1015. 
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creation comes about without a wilfully chosen action from a knowing 
purposeful agent. 

Evolutionary theory is all about proving this false assertion. One 
should recall the central, underlying scam upon which the atheist 
religion is built. It is to grant nature the attributes of knowledge, 
will, power, purpose and then conceal this through the use of 
ambiguous, cryptic language and terminology. The primitives of old 
worshipped nature after giving it divine attributes whereas the 
modern sophists—the atheists, materialists and naturalists—grant 
nature divine attributes because they suffer from cosmic authority 
syndrome, a deep-rooted hatred and resentment that there should 
be a commanding divine authority over the universe at all. 


Incidentally, the end-result, the ultimate and inevitable conclusion 
of the theology of Ahl al-Kalām (speculative theologians), such as the 
Jahmites, Mu'tazilites, Ash‘arites and Maturidites—who engaged in 
debates with the atheists and philosophers—is that creation came 
about without any act of creation established with Allah’s self.’° In 
accepting the conceptual tools and baggage of the philosophy of the 
naturalists and attempting to debate them, they outlined a theology 
the sum of which was what has just been stated. No act of creation 
can be ascribed to a creator because the argument employed to 
prove a creator would then necessitate his non-existence. This 
logical conclusion is hidden to those who follow this theology 
because of the complexity and intricacy involved in the terms and 
arguments employed. 

In a similar, manner those Muslims who have been deceived and 
believe in evolution as outlined by the atheists and naturalists, the 
only eventual logical outcome is for them to deny the existence of a 
creator, let alone deny that any act of creation can be ascribed to a 
creator. Richard Dawkins stated: “Before Darwin came along, it was 
pretty difficult to be an atheist, at least to be an atheist free of 
nagging doubts. Darwin triumphantly made it easy to be an 


*° For more details refer to the website http://www.asharis.com. 
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intellectually fulfilled and satisfied atheist. That doesn’t mean that 
understanding Darwin drives you inevitably to atheism. But it 
certainly constitutes a giant step in that direction.””" 

Today, a conflict exists between neo-Darwinian modern synthesis 
fundamentalists like Richard Dawkins and those calling for an 
extended evolutionary synthesis like Lynn Margulis, Denis Noble and 
others who staunchly reject the modern synthesis and want it 
replaced altogether. Atheists are psychologically disturbed by these 
developments because abolishing the modern synthesis means that 
atheistic“intellectual fulfilment” disappears with it, and they are left 
where they were, with “nagging doubts”. At present there is nothing 
on the table because the new “extended synthesis” has not even 
been devised. 

As stated at the beginning of this work, the evolutionists can be 
divided into the following groups: 

a) Neo-Darwinian religious fundamentalists who are staunch 
believers in the modern synthesis. 

b) Disbelievers and apostates who reject the modern synthesis 
and are working for a new synthesis. 

c) Liberalists who are looking for a ways to reconcile between the 
two and work to accommodate conflicting views within an extended 
evolutionary synthesis. 

The rug has been pulled from beneath the atheist materialist 
position. The edifice is crumbling. Atheists like Thomas Nagel” 
reject neo-Darwinian materialism and staunch Darwinists such as 
Michael Ruse’” affirm that Darwinian evolution began as a religion, 
always was and continues to be a religion today. 


131 In a comment on the Guardian newspaper website on 29 Deccember 
2008 in response to an article by Madeleine Bunting. 

* Refer to Thomas Nagel’s book, “Mind and Cosmos: Why the Materialist 
Neo-Darwinian Conception of Nature is Almost Certainly False”, Oxford 
University Press, 2012. 

* Refer to How Evolution Became a Religion: Creationists Correct? National 
Post, pp. B1,B3,B7 May 13, 2000. In November 2016, Oxford University Press 
published Ruse’s book, “Darwinism as Religion.” 
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13. The ‘Evolution’ Triangle 


As a term, evolution is general, vague and is impregnated with 
numerous meanings, some of which are agreed upon conforming 
with empirical observations and some of which are contested. 
Conveniently, the term evolution is defined and expressed in a 
manner similar to that of horoscopes. Extremely broad, non-specific 
and all-explanatory, such that it is easy to interpret experimental 
data to confirm predictions. 

Just like individual experiences confirm horoscopes cast in very 
general, vague terms, then such is the experimental data in relation 
to broad and vague definitions of evolution such as change over time, 
modification by descent, common descent, gradual development of 
something into a more complex form and increase in the frequency of alleles 
within a population. These are not formal scientific hypothesis 
because they lack the necessary specificity and are catch-all 
explanations in the framework of which any observations can be 
fitted. This is how evolutionists convince the lay public of their 
religious beliefs. It is through the deception of language and clever 
terms and definitions. 

It is useful to look at evolution from the evolutionist’s point of 
view as a triangle with three points. Two of its points are observable 
facts. The third is a conjectural, philosophical belief system which 
incorporates belief in miracles and is theoretically assumed and 
extrapolated from the other two and presented in a complicated, 
cryptic manner mixed with ingenious story-telling” and purported 
evidence—in the form of bluster, smoke and mirrors—to make it 
sound as if it has been validated by the standards of scientific 
research: empiricism, logic and testability, when the stark reality is 
otherwise. 

It is revealed in the statement of Ernst Mayr, one of the pioneers 
of the modern synthesis, who stated in 1963: “The proponents of the 


1 This is the speciality of Richard Dawkins who writes fantastic 
popular-science stories for laymen regarding blind watchmakers, 
improbable mountains and greatest shows on earth. 
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synthetic theory maintain that all evolution is due to accumulation 
of small genetic changes [mutations], guided by natural selection, 
and that transspecific evolution [macroevolution] is nothing but an 
extrapolation and magnification of the events that take place within 
populations and species [microevolution].”"* This extrapolation and 
magnification has no scientific, empirical basis and is but an article 
of pure “faith”. 

Let us look at the three points of our triangle: 

The first point of the triangle: There is variation, the changes we 
see within an organism. The term microevolution is commonly used 
here. Variation is a fact because it is observable. There is variation 
between father and son, brother and sister, great grandparent and 
great grandchild. The capacity for variation is in-built. All organisms 
have an in-built capacity to manifest slight variations in traits and to 
adapt to habitats, environments and circumstances but only within 
defined limits that cannot be transgressed. 

This can be likened to a dot (the organism) and around it, a circle 
(the limits of variation, adaptability). We can draw lines from the 
central dot and extend them away from the dot in any direction. 
These lines may reach the surrounding circle line (the limit of 
variation in a particlar trait or feature) or it may not. This is an 
analogy for all possible, potential variations within an organism, 
built upon its genetic code base and its environment.'® 

This first meaning that is included within the term evolution is 
outside the field of contention. A more accurate term for this would 
be pre-engineered, in-built capacity for variable adaptation. 


**4 As cited by Stephen J. Gould (1980) in “Is a new and general theory of 
evolution emerging?” Paleobiology 6(1):119-130. 

15 “Your phenome describes all of the physical, biochemical and 
physiological traits you manifest as a result of both genetic and 
environmental factors. The phenome is the set of observable characteristics 
ranging from eye color to personality traits to disease resistance or 
susceptibility. Some characteristics are largely determined by your genetic 
makeup or largely determined by environmental factors, while others are 
determined by the interaction between your genetic makeup and your 
environment.” Refer to: https://genos.co/resources/phenome.html. 
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It is important to note that there can be physiologically similar 
organisms (which we can loosely call species) which are able to 
produce fertile, viable offspring with other species (interbreeding), 
leading to hybrids and variations, and example being wolves and 
dogs. This is by design, it is intended variation in the creation 
through compatible genetic code-bases, allowing for variation and 
diversity. This is also outside the field of contention. Thus, we have 
accommodated novelty within a type (due to adaptations to 
environment) and novelty between types through reproduction— 
hoowever such novelty and variation is always within limits that can 
never be transgresssed as known empirically. 

The second point of the triangle: Homology, this means that 
there are similarities in appearance, physiology, biochemistry and 
underlying genetic code between organisms. This is a fact because it 
is observable and it is also outside the field of contention. 

The first two points of the triangle represent a) changes within 
boundaries within kinds and b) observable graduated differences 
between kinds that reveal underlying similarities. At this point we 
should note that the data for those who argue for a creator and those 
who argue for inanimate nature as a creative force is the same. The 
point of contention is regarding interpretation and how the 
abovementioned observations and realities should be accounted for. 

The real question is: Is it more believable and reasonable that 
what appears to be designed and purposeful and what cannot be 
spoken of by naturalists, materialists and atheists except with the 
language of agential thinking and teleology should be ascribed to 
choice with intent (attributes of knowledge, will, power and wisdom) 
or to purely physicochemical random interactions, to chance and 
necessity alone, to ignorance, blindness, and purposelessness. This is 
the real argument all along. 


1% Thus it can be said that some “species” do have a “common ancestor” 
so to speak. However this cannot be generalised to say that all species have 
a “common ancestor” as this is fallacious reasoning (hasty generalisation). 
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As such, the naturalists and atheists simply employ clever 
semantic devices to conceal their ascription of divine qualities 
(knowledge, will, wisdom, pursuit of goals) to nature and to cause- 
effect mechanisms. This is the true and real secret of naturalists and 
atheists. If you grasp this reality, you will have become wise to their 
scam and how they are able to deceive the world with their fairy-tale 
stories disguised as science through extremely creative, ambiguous 
terminology. You will also be in a much better position to counter 
their primitive, conjectural beliefs. 

The third point of the triangle: The creative force, the deity, the 
ignorant, purposeless ‘blind watchmaker’ which produces large- 
scale changes, or what is referred to as macroevolution. We will call 
this RMNS for short: random mutations being acted upon by natural 
selection.” This is the neo-Darwinian deity of the Modern Synthesis. 
Belief and blind-faith in this deity is assumed and extrapolated from 
the previous two points with speculative inferences and often by 
clever storytelling. It is not based upon the standards of scientific 
knowledge, which are empiricism, logic and testability. However, it 
is deceptively made to appear as such through: 

a) fallacious arguments which violate the logic of scientific 
inquiry (such as affirming the consequent and begging the question), 

b) baseless inferences, 


17 Tt is crucial to understand the very specific nature of what is being 
said here. Neither the occurrence of mutations is denied nor that the 
environment interplays with the genetic operating system and plays a role 
in the differential survival and reproduction of the superior members of 
each species on the basis of the fittest phenotypes. What is being referred 
to here is the the claim that a random mutation leads to an increase in 
prescriptive information in the code base leading to a novel feature 
providing an advantage to an organism which is then fixed in the 
population through its superior reproduction rate and survivability (over 
those organisms that did not undergo such a mutation). That, over time, 
this continues as a creative process leading to the ‘evolution’ of new 
species. This deity (RMNS) does not exist, is a figment of the imagination 
and does not have a shred of scientifically valid evidence. 
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c) redefining evolution to omit its central doctrine (RMNS) so as 
to enable successful prediction tests for more broadly-stated 
general, catch-all concepts such as descent with modification and 
common ancestry, and this is from the greatest of the techniques 
used by faithful believers, 

d) strawman arguments, 

e) making hasty generalisations from data, 

f) deliberate vagueness and 

g) confusing microevolution with macroevolution so as to increase 
the amount of apparent evidence establishing the deity and its lofty 
attributes. This is often done by referring to microevolution by using 
the general term of evolution whilst allowing the listener to assume 
that you are speaking of macroevolution. Thus, it can be asserted, 
“Evolution is an undeniable fact” or “That evolution has taken place 
is an undeniable fact” and so on. 

Most evolutionists claim that small-scale changes—changes 
within a type, microevolution—can account for large-scale changes— 
speciation, or macroevolution—over geological timescales. They 
speak as if this is factually proven when it is actually subject to 
ongoing controversy amongst evolutionists themselves because 
empirical evidence for this claim does not exist, not a shred of it. The 
claim is derived through theoretical extrapolation, not empirical 
evidence and is simply assumed to have happened. Thereafter, all 
available data is interpreted—after the assumed fact—in a manner that 
conforms with this conjectural belief. 

This is what the research says on micro-macro-evolution: 

1. Andrew Simons writes (emphasis added): “A persistent debate 
in evolutionary biology is one over the continuity of microevolution 
and macroevolution—whether macroevolutionary trends are 
governed by the principles of microevolution.”"” David Reznick 
writes (emphasis added): “Darwin anticipated that microevolution 


18 This represents the changing of goalposts within scientific studies 
that are purported to provide evidence for evolution. 

‘© Andrew M. Simons, The continuity of microevolution and macroevolution, 
Journal of Evolutionary Biology 15 (2002): 688-701. 
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would be a process of continuous and gradual change. The term 
macroevolution, by contrast, refers to the origin of new species and 
divisions of the taxonomic hierarchy above the species level, and 
also to the origin of complex adaptations, such as the vertebrate eye. 
Macroevolution posed a problem to Darwin because his principle of 
descent with modification predicts gradual transitions between 
small-scale adaptive changes in populations and these larger-scale 
phenomena, yet there is little evidence for such transitions in 
nature. Instead, the natural world is often characterized by gaps, or 
discontinuities. One type of gap relates to the existence of ‘organs of 
extreme perfection’, such as the eye, or morphological innovations, 
such as wings, both of which are found fully formed in present-day 
organisms without leaving evidence of how they evolved.”’” 

2. David Stern writes: “One of the oldest problems in evolutionary 
biology remains largely unsolved... Historically, the neo-Darwinian 
synthesizers stressed the predominance of micromutations in 
evolution, whereas others noted the similarities between some 
dramatic mutations and evolutionary transitions to argue for 
macromutationism.” 

3. Writing about a new extended synthesis for evolution, Robert 
Carroll states: “Large-scale evolutionary phenomena cannot be 
understood solely on the basis of extrapolation from processes 
observed at the level of modern populations and species.”'” 
Meaning, small-scale changes observed within populations and 
species cannot explain, through extrapolation, large-scale 
evolutionary changes. 

4, Roger Lewin writes in the Science journal: “A wide spectrum of 
researchers—ranging from geologists and paleontologists, through 
ecologists and population geneticists, to embryologists and 


1 Reznick, D. N., Robert E. R. Darwin's bridge between microevolution and 
macroevolution. Nature, Vol. 457, 12 February 2009, pp. 837-842 

™ David L. Stern, Perspective: Evolutionary Developmental Biology and the 
Problem of Variation, Evolution 54 (2000): 1079-1091. 

12 Robert L. Carroll, Towards a new evolutionary synthesis, Trends in 
Ecology and Evolution, 15 (January, 2000): 27. 
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molecular biologists—gathered at Chicago's Field Museum of Natural 
History under the simple conference title: Macroevolution. Their 
task was to consider the mechanisms that underlie the origin of 
species and the evolutionary relationship between species. .. . The 
central question of the Chicago conference was whether the 
mechanisms underlying microevolution can be extrapolated to 
explain the phenomena of macroevolution. At the risk of doing 
violence to the positions of some of the people at the meeting, the 
answer can be given as a clear, No.”’” 

5. In his paper titled “Macroevolution is more than repeated rounds of 
microevolution”, Douglas Erwin discusses macroevolution, speciation 
and novelty and concludes the link between microeevolution and 
macroevolution is discontinuous. He states: “But discontinuities 
have been documented at a variety of scales, from the punctuated 
nature of much speciation, to patterns of community overturn, the 
sorting of species within clades by differential speciation and 
extinction, and finally mass extinctions. These discontinuities 
impart a hierarchical structure to evolution, a structure which 
impedes, obstructs, and even neutralizes the effects of 
microevolution.”’” 

6. In their paper for Nature magazine, “Darwins Bridge Between 
Microevolution and Macroevolution”, Reznick and Ricklefs write: 
“Macroevolution posed a problem to Darwin because his principle of 
descent with modification predicts gradual transitions between 
small-scale adaptive changes in populations and these larger-scale 
phenomena, yet there is little evidence for such transitions in 
nature. Instead, the natural world is often characterized by gaps, or 
discontinuities. One type of gap relates to the existence of ‘organs of 
extreme perfection’, such as the eye, or morphological innovations, 
such as wings, both of which are found fully formed in present-day 
organisms without leaving evidence of a transition between them. 


12 Roger Lewin. Evolutionary theory under fire. Science 210:883. 

™ Douglas H. Erwin. Macroevolution is more than repeated rounds of 
microevolution. Evolution & Development. Volume 2, Issue 2 March/April 
2000, pp. 78-84. 
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These discontinuities, plus the discontinuous appearance and 
disappearance of taxa in the fossil record, form the modern 
conceptual divide between microevolution and macroevolution... 
Most evolutionary biologists think that Darwin explained 
macroevolution simply as microevolution writ large. In fact, Darwin 
had rather more to say about the relationship between 
microevolution and macroevolution and invoked additional 
principles to define it... An undercurrent of the debate about the 
mechanisms of macroevolution is whether natural selection 
(microevolution) is also the cause of macroevolution... Darwin’s 
proposal carries a more general message for contemporary 
discussions of macroevolution, namely that microevolution alone 
cannot explain macroevolution.”’” 

7. In another Nature magazine article titled, “The Big Picture”, 
Sean Carrol writes: “Evolutionary change occurs on different scales: 
‘microevolution’ is generally equated with events at or below the 
species level whereas ‘macroevolution’ is change above the species 
level, including the formation of species. A long-standing issue in 
evolutionary biology is whether the processes observable in extant 
populations and species (microevolution) are sufficient to account 
for the larger-scale changes evident over longer periods of life’s 
history (macroevolution)... Outsiders to this rich literature may be 
surprised that there is no consensus on this issue, and that strong 
viewpoints are held at both ends of the spectrum, with many 
undecided. Traditionally, evolutionary geneticists have asserted that 
macroevolution is the product of microevolution writ large, whereas 
some palaeontologists have advocated the view that processes 
operating above the level of microevolution also shape evolutionary 
trends... One of the evolutionary phenomena for which the 
mechanistic discontinuity between macroevolution and 
microevolution has most often been asserted is the burst of 
innovation and diversification associated with major radiations of 
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David N. Reznick and Robert E. Ricklefs, “Darwins Bridge Between 
Microevolution and Macroevolution.” Nature 457:837,838,841, 12 February 2009. 
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forms—for example, the dramatic phyletic and morphological 
evolution seen in the explosive Cambrian radiation of animal 
phyla.”””° 

8. The reality is exposed in some words cited from Theodosius 
Dobzhansky, a central figure in the development of the Modern 
Synthesis of Darwinian evolution which dominated the 20th century. 
In his paper “Macroevolution: The Morphological Problem”, Keith 
Thomson writes: “The basic article of faith of a gradualist approach 
is that major morphological innovations can be produced without 
some sort of saltation. But the dilemma of the New [neo-Darwinian] 
Synthesis is that no one has satisfactorily demonstrated a 
mechanism at the population genetic level by which innumerable 
very small phenotypic changes could accumulate rapidly to produce 
large changes: a process for the origin of the magnificently 
improbable from the ineffably trivial. This leads to skepticism about 
the microevolutionary approach... In looking back over the literature 
of the last 60 years, it is fascinating that throughout the whole grand 
development of the New Synthetic theory, the macroevolutionary 
question remains as a constant undercurrent... In one of the most 
influential books of the New Synthetic approach as it evolved in 
Britain and the United States, Dobzhansky (1937) was quite 
circumspect about ‘the mechanisms of a macroevolution, which 
require time on a geological scale.’ However ‘...we are compelled at 
the present level of knowledge reluctantly to put a sign of equality 
between the mechanisms of macro- and micro-evolution, and 
proceeding on this assumption, to push our investigations as far 
ahead as this working hypothesis will permit.” 

This statement from Dobzhansky reveals the secret regarding the 
argument for evolution and the true scientific status of the claim 
that microevolution is the same as macroevolution but on longer 
timescales. It is a mere assumptionn (conjecture), asserted as fact 


16 Sean B. Carroll, “The Big Picture.” Nature 409:669, 8 February 2001. 
17 Keith Stewart Thomson, “Macroevolution: The Morphological Problem.” 
American Zoologist 32:106,107, 1992. 
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through the use of a “sign of equality”, an equals sign. In reality, it is a 
“basic article of faith” and is but a theoretical extrapolation from 
empirical observations motivated by religious materialism. 

These citations come from evolutionists who are honest about 
the current scientific status of the claim that macroevolution and 
microevolution are essentially the same process. Knowing that no 
empirical evidence exists, they are nevertheless hopeful—having 
faith—that this problem will be resolved in the future. This also 
proves what was mentioned at the beginning of the book that the 
scientific literature about the scientific status of certain evolutionary 
claims is often in stark contrast to what is claimed within textbooks 
and popular science writings and the brainwashing that takes place 
in educational institutions, especially in lower age groups. 

In short, there is zero empirical evidence for macroevolution 
being microevolution on larger timescales. This is an imagined, 
concocted religious belief. It is assumed so as to give emotional relief 
and comfort from symptoms of cosmic authority syndrome which is 
to resent that there should be an authority over the universe at all. 

Everything that evolutionists use to argue for their religion are 
small-scale observations (variations) in populations over a limited 
number of generations. These variations are in-built by design. The 
DNA-gene-cell cybernetic system has in-built variability and 
adaptability. The first (variability) allows changes in appearance, 
form, fitness and so on between parent and child on account of the 
code base itself, the 23 chromosomes from each parent. In the 
second (adaptability), the skilfully designed cybernetic system 
changes the code base at various nodes, switching code on and off, in 
response to the environment, allowing the child to adapt to 
challenges. As a result, no two organisms within a species will be 
identical in every respect. When we look within a family, we see 
general similarities in appearance as well as large variations. 

All of this is in built, by design. The underlying molecular, 
biochemical computational processes behind all of this are studied 
by evolutionists and adduced as evidence—through logically fallacious 
reasoning—for their conjectural, primitive belief system in which 
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nature possesses divine attributes and is the creator and lord of the 
worlds. In short, evolution is a religion, with a deity. This deity has 
attributes and is the masterful creator, but is totally blind, ignorant 
and directionless, despite the fact that intentionality and wisdom 
abound in what it has created. The reality is that these evolutionists 
who deny a knowing, willing, creating force behind life are nothing 
but polytheists and nature worshippers who ascribe divine qualities 
to nature and then pretend otherwise through clever, technical 
knowledge, knowing that they would be laughted at, even by 
children, if they stated their claims in plain, simple language and 
through analogies that common people can understand. It was only 
in the 20th century that it was possible to do pull off such trickery 
and to deceive otherwise intelligent people. Prior to this, people 
were too smart to believe such nonsense, because the technical 
means to camouflage and hide such ridiculous, baseless assertions 
simply did not exist. 


@abuiyaadsp | aboutatheism.net | 137 


A MUSLIM’S GUIDE TO NATURALISM, EVOLUTION AND ATHEISM 


18. Elaboration with a Communications Analogy 


The following is a good analogy for understand the nature of cellular 
and genetic communications. Zayd has a thought and goes to his 
laptop that is running the Windows operating system. He opens up 
Microsoft Word, creates a new document and writes a message. He 
inserts an image into the document. After saving the document, he 
opens his email program. He composes a message in which there are 
instructions, attaches his document and presses the send button. 

The above steps are performed routinely by millions of people 
today. A closer inspection of what is going on behind the scenes will 
provide another accurate analogy for what naturalist, atheist 
religious fundamentalists want people to believe. 

There are several layers involved here. A message originating in 
the mind of Zayd was typed into Microsoft word in .docx format. An 
image in .png format was embedded into the word processor. This 
document, which has its own form of encryption and metadata, was 
embedded in an email which has its own format and file structure, 
.eml. In each of these layers there is content and metadata which 
provides information about the content such as date, size and so on. 
When the send button is pressed, there is another layer called 
TCP/IP through which the message is sent over the ethernet cable 
which is the physical medium of transfer. If a wireless connection to 
the Internet was used, then another layer of communication would 
be added which involves encryption and radio waves. 

On the receiving end is Khalid and for him, everything works in 
the reverse order. He sees the information in the document at the 
end of a series of steps. He connects to the Internet—through the 
TCP/IP layer, opens his email program, retrieves his emails, opens 


14 Refer to Marshall, P. Evolution 2.0. Dallas: Benbella (2015), pp. 40-46; 
Gašper Tkatik and Aleksandra M Walczak. Information transmission in genetic 
regulatory networks: a review. Journal of Physics: Condensed Matter, Volume 
23, Number 15, (April 2011); Alex Rhee, Raymond Cheong and Andre 
Levchenko. The Application of Information Theory to Biochemical Signaling 
Systems. Physical Biology, Volume 9, Number 4 (August 2012). 
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the document and views the text and image. Note that the email 
must be opened within a specific program and the document must 
be opened in Word or a compatible piece of software. Further, in 
every layer there are error checks to ensure that the format has not 
been corrupted. The data (text and image) exists only in binary 
format, as 0’s and 1’s throughout its passage. 

What we have is a message, inside a message, inside a message 
and so on and at every level, the message is encoded or encrypted 
and has to be decoded and decrypted at the receiving end. All of this 
is achieved through a series of communication protocols, hardware, 
operating system and software layers. To put it another way, we 
have a small box placed in a slightly larger box, and then continue 
upwards another four or five times until we have a package of six or 
seven boxes. Information lies is in the innermost box. The outermost 
box is the physical medium (the ethernet cable connecting to the 
internet and on to the rest of the network). 

The above is an excellent, physically and highly accurate 
description for the DNA-gene-cell system. This is not a metaphor or 
an allegory as has preceded. It is in its real and true sense. We have 
already cited from evolutionary biologists themselves such as James 
Shapiro, as well as pioneering information theorists such as Hubert 
Yockey, establishing these facts. 

Cells possess sophisticated tools for performing the tasks of: 

- reading, 

- writing, 

- editing, 

- encrypting, 

- decrypting, 

- sending, 

- translating, 

- and processing coded messages. 

DNA is the physical medium, the chemical paper, on which data, 
the message is written. Every tool is used at the right place at the 
right time at the right layer. When errors are made in any of these 
steps, information is corrupted and defects arise. Cells have 
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correction machinery and mechanisms to ensure data integrity 
throughout the transmission process. 

If we replace the TCP/IP, ethernet cable layer in our analogy with 
a CD instead, then our information is being carried on a different 
physical medium. It has to be read through another tool or device, 
by a CD player. Data in this form has to be transported physically, 
hand to hand. This is a slightly different scenario. 

In order to protect their superstitious beliefs and faith in miracles 
that cannot be accounted for by physicochemical dynamics, atheist 
evolutionists dismiss these accurate, precise physical analogies. We 
have already established in what has preceded that the biology of 
organisms and information and computer science have essentially 
merged due to advancements in knowledge of cellular function and 
genetics. 

Biology is an information science. 

Religious atheists are scrambling to inject their naturalism into 
this subject area as medicinal relief and remedy for cosmic authority 
syndrome: the hatred and resentment that there should be a 
knowing, willing, able divine authority over the universe at all. 

What naturalists and atheists want rational people to believe is 
that random scratches on the surface of the CD, the information 
carrying medium, lead to, over time, rare beneficial mutations that 
alter the data and can lead to novelty. If the CD contained a 15 
minute lecture, then over long periods of random scratching and 
cumulative selection for certain advantageous scratches taking place 
as CDs are replicated, a more complex, different and longer lecture 
will emerge of 25 minutes length. If the CD contained a document or 
an image of 350 kilobytes, then over long periods of random 
scratching and cumulative selection for advantageous scratches, a 
much larger, more sophisticated document or image will appear, 
having a size of 2.4 megabytes. 

This is the sum of their knowledge and their intellects. 

The similitude of the one who induces mutations in fruit flies 
expecting that novel advantageous traits and features will develop, 
be selected for and over time and lead to a physiologically different 
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species altogether is as the similitude of the insane simpleton who 
scratches his CD anticipating that selection for advantageous 
scratches will lead to new novel information and therefore an 
extended, more sophisticated track. There is no difference between 
the levels of intelligence between the two of them and academic 
qualifications do not differentiate between their intellects. 

Earlier, we established that population geneticists are aware of 
the huge mutation problem and the cost of selection problem and 
these are highlighted in the scientific literature. These two problems 
have been fatal to the neo-Darwinian modern synthesis which 
asserts that random mutations acted upon by natural selection provides 
the basis for all biological diversity from one common ancestor . The 
growing realisation that there is little difference between molecular 
biology and computer and information systems has hastened the kill. 

This explains why the neo-Darwinian modern synthesis—whose 
religious priests include Richard Dawkins—has been relegated to the 
back seat, if not in the dustbin by other evolutionary biologists. In 
turn, the problem facing these evolutionary biologists is even more 
difficult. Whereas natural selection and random mutations provided 
a naturalistic mechanism for biological diversity at the molecular 
and organism level, the problem that has to be solved now is one of 
information since it is now established that all biological life is based 
upon coded information. Natural mechanisms are being sought for 
both the initial appearance and generation of new information, and 
once you peel away the cryptic, complicated, scientific language 
used, they are truly laughable. This is because information cannot be 
reduced to physicality, since it is independent of any medium. The 
meaning of words on paper cannot be explained by physical and 
chemical properties of ink. Information is a fundamental entity on 
its own and cannot be explained through physicochemistry. Just as 
the neo-Darwinian mechanism was a goose-chase for the better part 
of the 20th century and came to nothing, evolutionary biologists 
have embarked upon another goose-chase in the 21st century, save 
that with a better educated public with much easier access to 
knowledge, this goose-chase will be short-lived insha‘Allah. 
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Discussion About Evolution 
With an Ex-Muslim’ 


Confiscating the “Miracle” Required by 
Naturalists Leaves Them Empty-Handed 


and Unable to Respond 


Abu ‘lyaad 
AboutAtheism.Net 


For a more detailed treatment of evolution and the way materialists 
and naturalists play games with catchall definitions and cryptic 
language to hide or camouflage the reality of what they are saying, 
refer to http://aboutatheism.net/?jqpdadp. 


Bismillah wal-Hamdulillah. Close to two years ago—in 
Rabr al-Thanit 1438, January 2017—I received an 
email from someone regarding evolution. He was 
introduced to me by his brother and was seeking to 
discuss the subject. This is the text of his first email: 


| have always been awed by nature and our existence and 
am bewildered why more people aren’t the same. | never 
could conceive the idea of a universe coming out of 
nothing. Which ultimately made me look for my creator. 


1 As I never heard from this person again, | do not know what his current 
state is in terms of Islam or absence of it. However, from what he stated 
about his beliefs at the time, there is no doubt that he exited from Islam. 


A DISCUSSION ABOUT EVOLUTION 


Having been inspired by Ahmed Deedat and Maurice 
Bucaille | was convinced of Islam being the truth.’ | 
understood knowledge was a gift and came with a 
responsibility of spreading this knowledge. | eventually 
crossed paths with evolution and sought to disprove it. 
However | found myself convinced by it. The only way | 
could reconcile evolution and islam was if evolution 
occurred in nature but excluded humans, after all Allaah 
explicitly created Adam and then Eve from Adam. 
Unfortunately there is no evidence for this. Scientists are 
in agreement we have descended from a common 
ancestor. No Christian, Jew, Muslim or other has been 
able to provide any real evidence to the contrary. | started 
seeing nature in a different light. | feel extremely humbled 
that | now understand the origins of our existence and how 
most of it can be explained without the need of a creator. | 
am now angry that most of this decades old knowledge is 
suppressed by older generations who want to keep the 
status quo. Surely we owe it to ourselves as intellectual 


2 Many of those who rode the “scientific miracle” bandwagon that was set 
into motion during the 80s onwards due to books like those of Maurice 
Bucaille were really building the foundations of their Iman upon shaky 
foundations. This is because this approach relies upon a) ubsubstantiated 
claims, b) lying about Allah by imputing meanings to His speech that it does 
not contain and c) trying to impress non-Muslims by blindly accepting their 
conjectures about life, the universe and nature as uncontested truths, and 
then twisting verses of the Quran to agree with them. Refer to our paper: Big 
Bang Cosmology and the Quran at http://www.agidah.com/creed/?nkgjq 
which addresses this subject matter. 
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beings and our children to seek the truth, however 
uncomfortable. We need to progress as a humanity. 
Rejoice in the knowledge we have gained. We are all truly 
brothers and sisters regardless of our background. All 
inanimate and animate material has a single cosmic 
origin. This has more chance of us all achieving peace. 


| responded to him on the same day: 


| would like to learn and hear more about your position 
and how you arrived at it. It would be nice to speak to you 
over the phone inshaa’Allaah, or otherwise in person if 
convenient. | do believe you are mistaken in your 
assessment, however, and hope that through discussion 
you are able to shake off these conjectures, by Allaah’s 
permission. 


From here a discussion began. After he displayed a 
willingness to discuss, | started with the following, and 
this was two weeks after initial contact: 


| think the best medium for discussion would be via email 
as it allows us to refer back to prior discussion. 


There are multiple entry points for the discussion that 
follows from the remarks you made in your first email and | 
would liken this to a large house with multiple entrances 
all leading to a central hallway, the hub of the house. We 
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might open up different entrances, but eventually our 
direction should be to get to the centre, where the crux of 
the matter lies. As this is a complex subject, then we have 
to be aware of the nature and direction of our discussion, 
and that it can proceed with multiple strands, some might 
be dead ends, some might be productive, some will get to 
the crux of the matter etc... 


So keeping that in mind and to remain in focus: Could you 
express for me, in a formal scientific way, the primary, 
central tenet (axiom) that underlies, justifies, proves, 
validates your new belief in “evolution” as a blind, 
undirected, purposeless yet creative force which in turn 
does away with a knowing, willing, creative force. That is 
to say, what has led you to change your belief that 
knowledge, will, wisdom and power are required for 
creating to the belief that blind, random, undirected, 
purposeless processes are sufficient for creating. 


| would like to preempt you also in that the evidence for 
the existence of a creator is varied and diverse and does 
not rely upon any “gaps” arguments. That is to say, when 
you cannot explain something or have a gap in your 
explanation, does not mean that that gap has now 
become a primary argument for the existence of a creator, 
since the existence of a creator is not restricted to any one 
thing and is varied and diverse. So any retorts such as 
“that’s a god of the gaps argument’ will be rejected. 
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The asl (foundation) in fitrah (innate disposition), reason 
(aql), the sum of all human experience in enterprise, 
industry and technology, is that knowledge, will and power 
and wisdom are attributes of an entity that creates. Since 
you have rejected that asl and have essentially claimed 
that knowledge, will, power and wisdom are not required 
for an entity that creates the burden is upon you to provide 
empirical evidence for this claim that clashes with fitrah, 
reason and the sum of human enterprise. 


We can start on this if you provide us with the primary, 
central axiom that underlies this belief. 


This is where the discussion must start with atheists in 
order to uncover the reality of their belief. Which is that 
acts of creation—known to have taken place by 
analysis of what is created, which is the artefact, 
product or item in question—must require an entity 
that possess the attributes that give rise to those 
acts. Those attributes are knowledge, choice, intent, 
wisdom and power, or they can be reduced and 
summarised as choice with intent or even further as 
intentionality. And essentially this is what the entire 
dispute is about. Is there evidence of “choice with 
intent” in creation and thereafter, what can this be 
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ascribed to on the basis of common sense, sound 
reason and the scientific method. That there is 
intentionality in creation is undeniable, it can be 
denied only on grounds of pure arrogance, and 
nothing else. 


So this is always the first point to start. In attempting to 
flee from this necessity (of choice with intent, or 
intentionality in creation), conjectures are used by 
atheists, materialists and naturalists to ascribe 
intentionality to “nature”, but in a stealth, cryptic 
manner and then to dismiss intentionality as just one 
big illusion that nature plays upon our senses and 
intellects. 


So here this becomes a circular argument in that they 
have already assumed the non-existence of a creator 
and their religion of philosophical naturalism to be the 
absolute truth which cannot be challenged. This then 
forces them to confer divine attributes to nature. They 
are nothing but sophisticated nature worshippers 
and hence, mushriks in the rubUbiyyah of Allah the 
Exalted. Their belief enters into the various categories 
of shirk spoken of by Ibn al-Qayyim in al-Jawab al- 
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Kafi, from which is ta'til (Gbel!l Ge gsal Jabs), to strip 
the creation of having a creator. 


So in his reply to the above, the person did not 
respond in substance to my question. In his email 
reply, he said he was grateful for my time and wanted 
a little more time to prepare his response. He then 
said he was researching materials that | may have 
written that are already published to get a broader 
picture of where | am coming from. He asked me to 
verify my authorship of articles and audios he had 
come across and asked me for my views on micro- 
evolution and macro-evolution. He then mentioned 
two points which he considered a direct reply to the 
points | raised—and | do not believe that they were 
really a direct reply, as | had asked him a very specific 
question which he had failed to address completely. 
These are his two points: 


Direct reply to some of the points raised by your kind self: 
—Whoever claims something as a fact then the burden of 
proof is on the claimer (me for evolution and you for God) 
so neither of us can take a back seat. 

—Please understand, anyone who has taken it upon 
themselves to refute evolution shoulders a huge 
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responsibility for their community. | would imagine they 
must have studied evolution themselves to a certain 
degree. Then put that into context against all possible 
meanings of The Quran and Hadith in order to totally 
eliminate any possibility of evolution. For example, some 
Muslims to this day derive from their holy texts that the 
earth is flat while others hold the view that it is shaped like 
an ostrich egg. As a result, one of the two could be turning 
people away from Islam as only one view can be true. 
Would you equate the seriousness of this to the hadith of 
when someone sick was made to do wudu, unfortunately 
they died as a result, they were then declared to be 
murderers for ruling in that in which they had not done full 
research? | cannot imagine you would be of the view this 
equates simply to the idea of getting it right earns you 
double the award of not getting it right which earns a 
single reward. Views on evolution can turn people to God 
or away. 


So note that this was not in fact a direct reply to my 
question. | asked him to first define and then provide 
empirical evidence for the primary, central axiom that 
underlies his new belief that knowledge, will, intent, 
power and wisdom are not needed for acts of creation. 
He did not answer this question. 
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In the above response, nevertheless, he made two 
points which are acceptable. The first is that whoever 
claims something as a fact in this issue of evolution— 
which is really a question about whether intentionality 
is involved and if there is evidence for it—must provide 
the proof. | answered this point in the email which 
followed (see below). His second point was that a lot 
hinges on this question and if not answered 
satisfactorily, it could be turning a lot of people away 
from Islam, which is a fair point. 


| managed to respond to him a week later, when | 
found the time, with what follows below. | made sure to 
answer the questions he had raised so far directly and 
in substance and also to restate what | had presented 
to him in my earlier email but this time with a bit more 
elaboration: 


| am short in time and offer you the following to get a 
clearer picture...: 


1. First, we will continuously encounter problems with 
definitions and setting and moving of goal posts, this will 
affect the discussion. | am just making note of it here as 
this point may become relevant at some future point. 


abuiyaad.com + 9 


A DISCUSSION ABOUT EVOLUTION 


2. All biological organisms are have an in-built capacity to 
adapt and undergo change within limits. This is by design. 
The code base allows for such adaptation. Environment 
and the dna-gene-cell system can interact to provide such 
adaptability. This is what you refer to as “microevolution”. 
This is an observed fact. 


3. | don’t really like to use the word “species” as it can be 
subjective’, but physiologically similar organisms (if you 
want to say “species”) can interbreed and produce viable, 
fertile hybrids. This can introduce novelty. You may refer 
to this also as “evolution”. This is an observed fact. 


4. The above indicates that biological life operates upon 
the same “operating system” so to speak, and code 


3 The word “species” is also problematic. Species classification is a 
convention used to aid our ability to organize and classify nature. It is 
subjective and not objective. There are vague boundaries and the criteria of 
inclusion and separation are disputed. This problem is acknowledged and 
has not been satisfactorily resolved to date even amongst evolutionary 
biologists. Refer to, by way of example: Dobzhansky T. 1935. A critique of 
the species concept in biology. Philos Sci 2: 344-355; Hey J. 2006. On the 
failure of modern species concepts. Trends Ecol Evol, 21: 447-450; 
Hausdorf B. 2011. Progress toward a general species concept. Evolution 
65: 923- 931; Ereshefsky M. 2010a. Microbiology and the species problem. 
Biol Philos 25: 553- 568. One should be aware of ways in which the 
ambiguity in species classification serves as a weapon for evolutionists in 
the construction of their arguments. Defining species works both for and 
against Darwinian evolution. 
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sections of software are portable and can be moved from 
one entity to another whilst retaining function. 


5. Thus, there can be, within limits, degrees of interaction 
(between environment with organism and organism with 
organism) that lead to change, adaptation or novelty 
(within limits). At this point, you will note that our “raw 
data” or “evidence” for our views are actually the same. 
Belief in al-qadaa wal-qadar means that there is divine 
determination in all things and thus it obligates 
acceptance of the ways and means, causes and effects. 
So here, this would mean, for me, that all of these things 
are by design and determination. 


6. “Macroevolution” (outside of what | have affirmed 
above) is an extrapolation from microevolution and is 
asserted upon prior metaphysical belief in materialism that 
necessitates—as the only other possible explanation— 
that chance (random events) and necessity (physical law), 
in blind, undirected processes can produce a net increase 
in prescriptive information within biological systems (after 
their existence has already been taken for granted) 
through mutation/selection. “Evolution” only occurs after 
we have a Self-replicating cell. The graduated micro to 
macro claim is contested, subject to dispute and not 
agreed upon amongst evolutionary biologists. The reason 
for this is that the modern synthesis (neo-Darwinian view) 
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as an all-explanatory mechanism‘ which provided a basis 
for the micro to macro claim has been undermined by 
other evolutionary biologists.° 


4 The claim of evolution occurring through “natural selection” acting upon 
“random mutations” as an all-explanatory mechanism for all variation 
and speciation in biological life is now known to be false. Fanatical 
believers in this doctrine such as Richard Dawkins still exist and they are at 
odds with the growing number of evolutionary biologists who reject this view 
because its falseness has become apparent in the past couple of decades 
with advances in genetics. However, this split among evolutionary biologists 
is not being communicated through popular science media and educational 
institutions in an open, frank manner. There is now a search for the 
“extended synthesis” and the “third way” of evolution because the 
“modern synthesis’—natural selection acting on random mutations—has 
been proven to be false as an all-explanatory mechanism for all biological 
variation. However, that explanation was the most ingenious one and gave 
atheists, materialists and naturalists a good ride for the latter half of the 20th 
century. The challenge for evolutionary biologists has actually gotten much 
harder, and their conjectures will become more and more laughable, when 
they are stripped of their cryptic language and put in plain terms so that the 
common person can understand what they are really saying. 

5 There is no evidence for the micro to macro evolution claim and it is 
nothing but a glorified, exaggerated extrapolation. Though there are many 
citations to demonstrate this, we will suffice with just one. Roger Lewin 
writes in the Science journal: “A wide spectrum of researchers—ranging 
from geologists and paleontologists, through ecologists and population 
geneticists, to embryologists and molecular biologists—gathered at 
Chicago’s Field Museum of Natural History under the simple conference 
title: Macroevolution. Their task was to consider the mechanisms that 
underlie the origin of species and the evolutionary relationship between 
species... The central question of the Chicago conference was whether the 
mechanisms underlying microevolution can be extrapolated to explain the 
phenomena of macroevolution. At the risk of doing violence to the positions 
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7. As for the burden and standard of proof, you have to 
realise that the demand for evidence has to be 
commensurate with the claim. The claim | have made is 
an axiomatic truth, empirically proven by the sum of all 
human enterprise in industry and technology. That 
knowledge, will, power, wisdom are attributes through 
which contrivance, design etc. comes about. Software 
code (a sign-symbol-token system, with decision nodes, 
logic gates, loops, instantiation, encryption-decryption, 
syntax, abstraction and so on) indicates knowledge, will, 
power and wisdom. That’s as much proof as | need to 
bring in order to validate my claim. | know there is a 
creator through this reasoning which is proven by the sum 
of human experience and enterprise. The dna-gene-cell 
system is a self-replicating software-OS-hardware system 
with all the features | just listed and much more. Physico- 
chemistry and randomness cannot account for that. 
These are known, empirically proven facts. 


of some of the people at the meeting, the answer can be given as a clear, 
No.” Roger Lewin. Evolutionary theory under fire. Science 210:883. 

6 As for detailed knowledge of this Creator, then that only comes through 
revelation and this answers the doubt of the Atheists, when it is proven that 
some sort of agency must be behind creation, that how do you know it is the 
“God” you are asserting and describing, since you have no way of knowing 
who or what this force or power is. The answer to that is revelation and 
prophethood. The knowledge relating to God, the resurrection and the 
unseen cannot be reached by science. 
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On the other hand, the claim that random events, physical 
law and so on can produce self-replicating, software code 
running on an operating system on a hardware platform 
(this is the current understanding of the dna-gene-cell 
system)—then your evidence has to be commensurate 
with the claim. Invoking a miracle here is not allowed. 
Further, | am not obliged to detail the mechanism as to 
specifically how the creator developed such a code and 
created life, as that knowledge is not a condition for my 
basic argument to be correct. Just like a person who uses 
any Google service by way of example, can reason that 
there is intelligence behind it but the validity of this 
reasoning would not depend upon knowing how that 
service was crafted, engineered, and built from the ground 
up, and the nature of its programming (language, syntax 
etc). 


This is not so with your argument, because of the nature 
of your claim.’ As this claim rejects choice with intent, 


7 It is crucial to understand this point to see through the sophistry of atheists, 
materialists and naturalists. The nature of the burden of proof depends on 
the actual claim being made. Thus, if a person asserts that a bottle, a pen, a 
cart, or a phone or the creation of a language (for programming or for 
biological life) requires knowledge, will, power and wisdom—then the nature 
of this claim is that the evidence for it is already established and known. It is 
evidently true from the thousands of years of empirical evidence in the 
combined experience of humans in the fields of industry and technology. 
However, if a person argues that a language for programming (such as 
COBOL, C++, Javascript) or for biological life (DNA) can arise in the 
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then the standard of proof is that you must provide 
empirical evidence that there is sufficient creative power 
within nature (randomness and physical law) to produce a 
self-replicating machine in the absence of choice with 
intent. A miracle is not allowed in this claim. Like for like 
conditions must be replicated in order to demonstrate this, 
and it must meet the standards of science which you 
assert as the criterion for claims of fact. It should be 
observed, repeated and testable. 


Now frankly, you and | know there is no evidence for this 
and never will be. So we can move to the next step: Let us 
allow the use of knowledge, will, power, wisdom in the 
form of the collective intelligence of the worlds software 
engineers, hardware specialists, data storage experts, 
biological surgeons and so on... let them come together 
and produce a simple, self-replicating life form, a single 
cell or a fly for example (a challenge in the Quran 
incidentally). Whether this is achieved or not, it will 
demonstrate the axiomatic truth | mentioned earlier.® 


absence of knowledge, will, power and wisdom or the absence of choice 
with intent, then the burden of proof is on that person to prove that 
empirically, through experimentation which must incorporate 
randomness as an independent variable. Knowing that all people of 
sound mind will laugh, scorn and mock them, they have to deceive people 
about the nature of the burden of proof that is upon them. 

8 In other words, if they are able to create a simple, self-replicating life form, 
then it is proof that there is knowledge, choice, intent, wisdom, purpose 
behind life and if they are unable to do so, then it is proof that there is a type 
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8. | refer you to two papers as background for the point | 
just made (you can find them easily online): 


a) Abel, D. L., 2007, Complexity, self-organization, and 
emergence at the edge of chaos in life-origin models. 
Journal of the Washington Academy of Sciences, 2007, 
93: (4) 1-20 


b) J.T. Trevors, D.L. Abel. Chance and necessity do not 
explain the origin of life. Cell Biology International 28 
(2004) 729-739. 


9. In summary, due to the nature of your claim, and also 
what | stated earlier that the nature of the evidence has to 
be commensurate with the claim, then your position 
cannot start with a miracle. As such, this discussion 
cannot move further until and unless you provide empirical 
proof for what | raised in my earlier email: “The asl 
(foundation) in fitrah (innate disposition), reason (aql), the 
sum of all human experience in enterprise, industry and 
technology, is that knowledge, will and power and wisdom 
are attributes of an entity that creates. Since you have 
rejected that asl and have essentially claimed that 
knowledge, will, power and wisdom are not required for an 
entity that creates the burden is upon you to provide 
empirical evidence for this claim that clashes with fitrah, 


of knowledge, will, choice, intent, and wisdom behind life that is far outside 
the realm of human capacity. 
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reason and the sum of human enterprise.” Hence, to 
validate your new belief system, you would have to 
demonstrate that absence of knowledge, will, power, 
wisdom can lead to cybernetic systems (programmatically 
and algorithmically organized and controlled) by mere 
random, blind, undirected processes (“nature”), and you 
would have to demonstrate this empirically, as in 
physically, whether in a lab or outside of it. Until you can 
provide this, you remain a believer in miracles. On the 
other hand | can provide you ample empirical evidence 
that cybernetic systems only come about through choice 
with intent (or knowledge, will, ability and wisdom) etc. 
The evidence is abundant and all round. 


| hope this provides some food for thought and that you 
are able to read and digest the two papers | have 
referenced so that if you provide any answer or response, 
it specifically addresses the issue | have raised in 
substance and is not just simply addressing other issues 
which you may have picked upon by reading other 
material (on this or other topics) | may have written or 
published elsewhere. 


| did not receive a response to the above after a month 
had passed and hence | sent a follow up: 


| wonder if you have anything further to contribute to our 
thread of discussion so far. 
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| am looking for empirical evidence that physicochemical 
dynamics absent choice with intent (or knowledge, will, 
wisdom and power) can create prescriptive code and a 
machine architecture within which to execute that code. 
As this is an as yet unproven assumption of the neo- 
Darwinian mutation/selection conjecture, it does not 
remove your current belief (which comprises rejection of a 
creator) from the realm of conjecture. 


Alternatively, if you want to concede and say that you 
have taken this on blind faith and that your new belief 
rests and depends upon this unproven assumption, then 
we can move forward from this point. 


As such, your position amounts to the following accurate 
and precise analogy: 


The services of Google (based upon prescriptive code 
and the surrounding cybernetic system—inclusive of all 
abstract and physical data layers, hardware, software and 
so on) appeared through pure physicochemical dynamics 
in the absence of choice with intent, or absence of 
knowledge, will, power and wisdom. After believing in this 
assumption, you argue for the improvement (evolution) of 
these services with novel features through random 
mutation in Python/Javascript/C++ source code and 
natural selection by end user evaluation, whereby 
improved, adapted, useful services are retained and 
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preferentially reproduced/expanded and the not so fit 
(unuseful) services are retired and shut down by Google 
as a result of these environmental selection pressures. 
This is being very generous to your position. In case you 
find such an analogy hard to swallow | can furnish you 
with scientific research papers to show that this analogy, 
though broadly accurate, is still far too simplistic and 
generous to your position. 


And my position amounts to the following accurate and 
precise analogy: 


The services of Google (based upon prescriptive code 
and the surrounding cybernetic system—inclusive of all 
abstract and physical data layers, hardware, software and 
so on) arose through choice with intent, or through 
knowledge, will, power and wisdom. This is an empirical 
fact known through intuition, common sense basic reason 
and the sum of human experience in industry and 
technology and can be validated through the scientific 
method (testability, falsifiability, repeatability). Upon this, | 
can now argue for the evolution [within defined limits] of 
these services with novel features in response to 
environmental (end user) needs through injection of new 
source code, modification, or copying and pasting, the 
inclusion of modules from other source code, switching 
features on and off—with all of this being possible due toa 
pre-configured, pre-engineered architectural framework 
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[with in built automation] within which such dynamics can 
take place through agent interaction or choice 
contingency/intervention of the architect/designer. 


The main idea here is to contrast between the belief that 
blind, undirected, purposeless forces create cybernetic 
systems with end goals and objectives with the same 
forces responsible for novelty within those systems 
through code mutation and cumulative selection and the 
belief that knowledge, will, power and wisdom create 
cybernetic systems with end goals and objectives. 
Fundamentally, this is the crux of the argument all along, 
from its beginning to its end at its highest conceptual level. 
Whatever is in the middle is just the intricate, technical 
detail with which either of these two views are being 
argued for. It just so happens that neo-Darwinism/modern 
synthesis is the current best (though discredited) 
justification for the doctrine that you hold which is simply: 
that acts of creation do not require knowledge, wisdom, 
willand power. 


Look foward to hearing from you. 
| never heard back from this person again. So a year 


and a half later—when | just happened to come across 
this discussion again—I sent the following: 
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Hope all is well. | know its been a while, but | was 
revisiting my emails and came across this loose end of a 
discussion with you from the beginning of last year. | was 
awaiting your answer and wonder if you have any 
comments on the points raised below. 


| never received any response. | know the emails were 
delivered—they never bounced and no delivery 
failure, or inbox full messages came back from his 
email provider. There may be an explanation that | am 
not aware of. In any case, today (close to two years 
later) | sent him a final email: 


As | have not heard back from you, | consider this 
discussion closed. Thank you for your time and kind 
regards. 


Conclusion: In short, atheists, materialists, naturalists 
and their blind-followers think that they are upon 
something when in reality they are blind to the falsity of 
the assumptions they have built their beliefs upon. 
Because evolutionists have no other option but to 
claim life arose naturally, in the absence of choice with 
intent, their proof is the observed similarity between 
species (commonalities in structure, appearance, 
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function). Then they try and trace this to the source 
code (genetics) in order to demonstrate the “common 
origin” from both angles (i.e the whole organism level 
and the genetic code level). So keeping to the analogy 
given earlier with Google’s services, they would go to 
the source code and see similarities in lines of code of 
C++ or Python or Javascript used to build the various 
services. So they would say this is evidence of the 
“homology” or “common descent” of these services, 
after having noted the similarities in the services from 
a user point of view. They then claim that this therefore 
is a proof that “evolution” took place. And all of this is 
stated in such generalised terms, with catch-all, elastic 
definitions for “evolution” such that they are able 
deceive the onlooker that they have brought the actual 
burden of proof due upon them, but which in reality 
they have not. There is nothing scientific in any of this, 
and it is nothing but pulling the wool over people’s 
eyes by diverting them away from the actual claim 
they are making. All they have done here is to tell a 
story. To illustrate, the observed similarity between 
many models of Apple smart devices leads them to 
say: “We see that there is commonality (homology), 
and now if we dig into the firmware, the code, we 
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predict there should be likeness, and lo and behold, 
we see a 99% likeness. This is now proof that these 
devices had a common ancestor, or common origin, 
hence evolution is true.” This is nothing but storytelling 
on the basis of data with not an ounce of the scientific 
method in it. What they are doing through this is to 
hide the actual claim they are making. Which is that 
the code base or the devices themselves arose in the 
complete absence of knowledge, will, power and 
wisdom, or choice with intent, or intentionality. And all 
people of sound mind know this to be pure falsehood, 
even children know this. So they mischaracterise the 
actual burden of proof that is upon them and instead 
tell stories to divert from the crux of the affair. 


The actual burden of proof upon them is to prove 
that the evolution and diversification of Google’s 
services did not come about through knowledge, will, 
choice, intent, power and wisdom—or choice with 
intent, or simpler still, intentionality—and instead came 
about through the randomness of mutations in the 
programming code base and then to perform 
experiments that empircally validate this hypothesis as 
true. They have to validate this hypothesis through 
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experimentation which must incorporates 
randomness. And as we said, it would be pure 
foolishness for them to embark upon this, because its 
falsehood is known by all people, even children. 


However, before they even get there, they also have a 
prior burden of proof upon them to demonstrate how 
nature can generate knowledge and language and 
upon that, create prescriptive code? through nothing 
but pure random interactions (chance plus physical 
laws). As there is a tremendous amount of abstraction 
involved, and as nature does not have the ability to 
think, and pursue objectives through goal-steering 
mechanisms, then it is Known by all people of sound 
mind that this is impossible and it can never, ever be 
reproduced, not even within experiments where 
conditions are very carefully controlled by 
experimenters (i.e. by “design”). However, they need 
this initial miracle (the first self-replicating cell) or the 
very first Google service (the search engine) as having 
come about through chance and necessity (physical 
law), before they can start telling the rest of their story 
of evolution and novelty. So they are not allowed to tell 


° Code which contains instructions, blueprints. 
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that story until they have first brought the burden of 
proof for what comes first. For more details on this 
refer to the article: 


A Falsifiable Hypothesis to Prove Agency 
http://aboutatheism.net/did.cfm?a=puvelx 


So the crux of the matter is that there are only two 
choices. Either you ascribe these attributes to a being 
external to nature and the universe, which is where the 
intentionality came from, or you ascribe them to 
matter.'° This is all that they are doing, but they are 
hiding it using very deceptive, cryptic, technical 
language. They are no different to primitive nature 
worshippers but just very good in hiding it through the 
use of deception, word games, elastic definitions and 
cryptic language. They need randomness, blindness, 
purposelessness and thus, they have to hide what is 
evident of intentionality, goal-steering mechanisms, 
knowledge, language—which they know from the sum 


10 Or, if you are Richard Dawkins, you can admit a third possibility, that of 
some highly developed, advanced aliens. However, this only pushes the 
problem back one step and does not answer the question. In any case, it is 
an admission that you can never, ever escape having to admit that there is 
knowledge, will, wisdom and power behind life. 
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of all human enterprise in industry and technology— 
cannot arise except through an agent possessing 
knowledge, will, intent, power and wisdom. To put it 
another way, they are deceiving people about the 
nature of the burden of proof that is upon them. 


From here, one can appreciate the statement of Allah 
the Exalted: (i: 9 4S lk: sail) “Is One who creates 
like one that does not create?” (16:17) and (c= als di 
34) ” (67:14) “Should He not know who created?” 
Imam al-Sa‘dr (íi) stated: “Then He said—providing 
evidence through a rational proof for His [attribute of 
knowledge], ‘Should He not know who created’. So 
whoever created the creation and made it with 
precision and exactness, how can He not know it?”™ 


It is evident that there is a language and code to 
biological life and it follows that there is a knower of 
that language and code who knows exactly what He 
has created—just as it is evident from the code upon 
which Google’s services are created, that there is a 
knower (or a group of them) of that language and 
code. All of this is sound reason which cannot be 


" Refer to “Taysir al-Karim al-Rahmaan” in the commentary on (67:14). 
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challenged in any way except by sophistry. There is 
knowledge, will, choice, intent and wisdom behind life 
and the empirical evidence is biological life itself. It is 
not a condition for the correctness of this argument 
that one explain precisely the specific mechanism and 
the specific actions that were undertaken to create life. 
Atheists cannot argue with this, and hence must find 
ways to attribute intentionality to nature itself—whilst 
denying that this is what they are doing and treating it 
all as an “illusion”. That is all they are doing in their 
arguments, but it is highly camouflaged and often the 
blind-followers among  them—which is the 
overwhelming majority of them—will not even realise 
what they are doing. In short, nothing but mushriks in 
the rububiyyah of Allah using their shrewdness to 
avoid showing gratitude. 
Abu lyaad 
10 Rabr al-Awwal 1440 
18 November 2018 
1.11 
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FURTHER READING 


For more information refer to the following series of articles: ° 


Important Preliminary Notes 

The following are some important preliminary notes that should 
be kept in mind as you read this book: 1. Discussions are 
bound and restricted by definitions of terms. Misunderstandings 
are perpetuated in the absence of defining terms clearly and 
making clear how they are being used and applied in any given 
context. 


Introduction 

The claim that best fits the available evidence-according to the 
standards of scientific inquiry-is that biological life is designed 
and created through knowledge (‘ilm), will (iradah), power 
(qudrah) and wisdom (hikmah). 


Key Tactics of the Naturalist Atheists 

There are a number of high-level operational tactics employed 
by atheist evolutionists. We will mention three main ones here: 
First: The deliberate, calculated separation between: a) the 
origin of life, termed abiogenesis. This refers to the process of 
biological life arising from non-living matter... 


Ibn al-Qayyim and a Naturalist’s Self-Dialogue 
In the preceding chapters we focused upon the saying of the 
evolutionists at the highest conceptual level. The naturalists 


12 Available here: http://aboutatheism.net/?jqodadp 


abuiyaad.com + 28 


A DISCUSSION ABOUT EVOLUTION 


and atheist evolutionists cryptically conceal their attribution of 
"choice with intent" or "will, power and wisdom" to nature- 
implicitly or explicitly-through the clever use of language 
(choice of words) and creative definitions of terms... 


Biological Life and Linguistic Information All known 
functionality in biological life is prescribed and controlled 
through information. Language(s) and grammar(s) are behind 
biological life. Hubert Yockey, the first person to apply 
information theory to biological systems and also a naturalist, 
wrote (emphasis added): "Information, transcription, translation, 
code, redundancy, synonymous, messenger, editing, and 
proofreading are all appropriate terms in biology. They take 
their meaning from information theory and are not synonyms, 
metaphors, or analogies." 


DNA, the Genome and Information DNA is a digital 
communication and control system. The discoveries, formulas 
and communication theories which created our modern digital 
world and the basic ideas and principles of computer design 
and engineering of Von Neumann, Alan Turing and Norbert 
Weiner (inventor of cybernetics) were derived from the linear 
digital genetic programming in life. 


A Falsifiable Hypothesis to Prove Agency Evolutionists 
detest conceptually, physically accurate, like for like analogies 
because they show convincingly—through common sense and 
basic reason—that the claims of evolutionists are not easily 
believed by laymen and learned alike, especially when the 
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smoke has been cleared, the mirrors smashed and their 
thinking exposed as being no different to the primitives of old. 


Evolution History and Current Status There have been three 
broad stages in the doctrine of evolution. The first was 
popularised by Charles darwin in the mid 19th century 

when knowledge of biology was primitive and the fields of 
biochemistry and genetics were unknown. It is referred to 

as Darwinism. Simply put, the observable similarities in animals 
indicate that all living species arose through descent with 
modification from a common ancestor with the fittest?those 
having superior hereditary traits leading to better reproduction 
and survival rates?passing on their fitness traits to subsequent 
generations. 


Elaboration with a Communications Analogy The following 
is a good analogy for understand the nature of cellular and 
genetic communications. Zayd has a thought and goes to his 
laptop. He opens up Microsoft Word, creates a new document 
and writes a message. He inserts an image into the document. 
After saving the document, he opens his email program. He 
composes a message in which there are instructions, attaches 
his document and presses the send button. 
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